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1.  PROGRAM  OVERVIEW 


THIS  DOCUMENT  INCLUDES  PUBLIC  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  FROM  FEDERAL,  STATE  AND  LOCAL 
AGENCIES,  ORGANIZATIONS  AND  INDIVIDUALS,  CONCERNING  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT  (DEIS)  FOR  THE  CONSOLIDATED  SPACE  OPERATIONS  CENTER  (CSOC). 
RESPONSES  TO  THESE  COMMENTS  ARE  INCLUDED,  ALONG  WITH  AN  UPDATE  OF  SECTIONS 
I  (PURPOSE  AND  NEED  FOR  ACTION)  AND  II  (ALTERNATIVES  INCLUDING  THE  PROPOSED 
ACTION)  OF  THE  DRAFT  EIS.  THE  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  CONSISTS 
OF  THIS  DOCUMENT  AND  THE  DRAFT  EIS  DATED  OCTOBER  1980. 


1 . 1  Purpose  and  Need  for  Action 

Currently  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  provides  command  and 
control  to  orbiting  spacecraft  through  the  Satellite  Control  Facility  (SCF). 
The  SCF  is  a  worldwide  network  of  seven  remote  tracking  sites  and  a  Satel¬ 
lite  Test  Center  (STC)  at  Sunnyvale,  California.  The  STC  is  a  critical 
control  element  and  vulnerable  to  possible  natural  catastrophe  or  hostile 
acts.  In  addition,  the  SCF  workload  has  increased  125%  in  the  last  two  years. 
By  1985  the  center  will  have  to  support  some  65  satellites;  at  the  present 
time  the  center  supports  40  orbiting  satellites.  A  second  facility  termed 
the  Satellite  Operations  Center  (SOC)  is  needed  to  share  the  increasing 
workload. 

In  February  1979  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  requested 
the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  and  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Ad¬ 
ministration  (NASA)  to  evaluate  whether  a  joint  mission  control  center  or 
separate  DOD  and  NASA  facilities  should  be  used  to  meet  post-1985  Space 
Shuttle  mission  requirements.  The  result  of  this  evaluation  was  a  recom¬ 
mendation  to  establish  a  separate  DOD  facility  that  would  provide  a  higher 
degree  of  security  for  military  Space  Shuttle  missions.  This  facility  is 
henceforth  called  the  Shuttle  Operations  and  Planning  Center  (SOPC). 

The  two  mission  elements  of  satellite  control  ( i . e . ,  SOC)  and 
Space  Shuttle  operations  (i.e.,  SOPC)  would  be  combined  for  management, 
operational  and  economic  efficiencies  into  the  Consolidated  Space  Opera¬ 
tions  Center  (CSOC).  The  satellite  control  element  of  CSOC  will  perform 
communications,  command  and  control  service  functions  for  orbiting  space¬ 
craft.  The  Shuttle  element  will  conduct  Department  of  Defense  Shuttle 
flight  planning,  readiness,  and  control  functions.  In  this  capacity  it 
will  provide  direct  mission  authority  over  DOD  Shuttle  missions;  respond 
to  national  priorities;  and  protect  national  security  data. 

1 . 2  Descri ption  of  Proposed  Action  and  Alternatives 

The  Department  of  the  Air  Force  proposes  to  locate  the  Consoli¬ 
dated  Space  Operations  Center  (CSOC)  in  the  Peterson  Air  Force  Base/Colorado 
Springs  area. 
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The  Peterson  Air  Force  Base/Colorado  Springs  area  was  selected  as 
the  prime  candidate  because  of  its  unique  operational  advantages  which  accrue 
from  its  proximity  to  related  activities,  namely  the  Space  Defense  Operations 
Center  (SPADOC)  of  the  North  American  Air  Defense  Command  at  the  United  States 
Air  Force  Cheyenne  Mountain  Complex.  Proximate  location  of  CSOC  and  SPADOC 
would  provide  a  foundation  for  significant,  long-term  operational  efficien¬ 
cies  stemming  from  convenient  face-to-face  planning  as  well  as  shared  support 
tasks.  In  this  regard,  SPADOC  would  be  able  to  provide  the  CSOC  with  a  link 
into  the  existing  space  surveillance  and  warning  structure.  The  proximate 
siting  of  these  two  functions  also  offers  flexibility  to  accommodate  future, 
unfolding  defense  missions  in  space. 


The  CSOC  would  require  a  new  technical  facility  totalling  about 
370,000  square  feet  plus  100,000  square  feet  of  support  facilities.  An 
artist's  rendering  of  a  typical  CSOC  facility  is  presented  in  Figure  1; 
variations  of  this  design  layout  would  be  employed  at  each  of  the  candi¬ 
date  locations  to  accommodate  local  topography  and  other  existing  struc¬ 
tures.  Construction  of  CSOC  is  currently  planned  to  begin  during  Fiscal 
Year  1982  on  one  of  two  possible  sites  in  the  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 
area . 

When  fully  operational  in  mid-calendar  year  1985,  the  CSOC  would 
employ  approximately  300  Air  Force  military  personnel,  100  Department  of  the 
Air  Force  civilian  personnel,  and  approximately  1400  contractor  personnel. 
Operational  manpower  for  CSOC  would  be  phased  over  a  three-year  period  begin 
ning  in  Fiscal  Year  1983,  as  indicated  in  Table  1  below.  The  accompanying 
base  support  requirement  (for  such  services  as  personnel,  accounting,  civil 
engineering,  etc.)  would  cause  an  additional  manpower  increase  of  about  120 
persons . 


Table  1 

CSOC  Personnel  Phase-In 


Personnel  Category 

Fiscal  Year 

Total 

1983 

1984 

1985 

Military:  Officers 

27 

29 

72 

128 

Ai rmen 

51 

55 

84 

190 

Total  Military 

~78 

~84 

156 

3T8 

Civil  Service 

11 

28 

72 

111 

Contractors 

119 

337 

957 

1413 

Base  Support 

16 

34 

71 

121 

TOTAL  PERSONNEL 

224 

483 

1256 

1963 
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Figure  1  Artist's  Rendering  of  Typical  CSOC  Facility 
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For  purposes  of  determining  population-related  impacts,  the  total 
number  of  CSOC  employees  was  assumed  to  be  about  2000.  Using  a  factor  of  3.2 
persons  per  household,  the  CSOC-generated  population  would  therefore  be  6,100 
additional  people  at  each  of  the  three  candidate  locations. 

The  three  locations  -  Peterson  AFB/Colorado  Springs,  Kirtland  AFB/ 
Albuquerque,  Malmstrom  AFB/Great  Falls  —  were  considered  as  candidate  CSOC 
sites  and  all  meet  the  basic  geographic,  technical,  support  and  resource 
siting  criteria.  The  Colorado  Springs  location  is  preferred  because  of  its 
unique  operational  advantages.  The  positive  effects  that  accrue  from  the 
proximity  of  N0RAD  Headquarters ,  a  command  which  has  functions  that  depend 
heavily  on  space  operations,  are  the  most  important  for  the  long-term^ future. 
The  Space  Defense  Operations  Center  at  Colorado  Springs  and  the  Aerospace 
Data  Facility  at  Buckley  Air  National  Guard  Base  are  both  Satellite  Control 
facilities  that  are  in  the  vicinity  and  that  typify  the  kind  of  thing  that 
will  be  done  at  CSOC.  A  large  contractor  base  to  support  satellite  control 
operations  exists  in  the  vicinity.  However,  Kirtland  and  Malmstrom  AFBs  are 
also  evaluated  as  Alternates  1  and  2  respectively.  At  Malmstrom  AFB,  CSOC 
could  be  sited  on-base  at  either  of  two  locations  designated  Options  A  and  B. 


The  Environmental  Consequences  of  the  Proposed  Action  and 
Alternatives 


The  environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  preferred  and 
alternate  locations  for  the  CSOC  facility  are  comparatively  presented  in 
Table  2.  This  table  lists  the  impacts  by  attribute  and  location.  CSOC  would 
not  cause  a  significant  adverse  environmental  impact  at  any  of  the  candidate 
locations.  There  appear  to  be  some  minor  environmental  impacts,  which  vary 
by  type  depending  on  the  particular  location  concerned.  These  minor  impacts 
appear  evenly  distributed  among  the  alternative  locations  being  considered. 


Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 


As  part  of  the  construction  and  operational  phases  of  this  project, 
the  Air  Force  proposes  to  include  specific  mitigation  measures  designed  to 
minimize  various  impacts  and  to  comply  with  control  measures  contained  in  the 
State  Implementation  Plans  (with  regard  to  air  quality)  applicable  to  each 
candidate  location.  These  measures  are  listed  below  and  include  those  actions 
that  are  within  the  authority  and  funding  capability  of  the  Department  of  the 
Air  Force. 


All  Locations: 

1.  Incorporate  instructions  in  the  grading  plans  outlining 
the  procedure  to  be  used  in  the  event  an  archaeological/ 
historical  resource  is  uncovered  during  grading  operations. 

2.  Perform  field  survey  measurements  after  antenna  installation 
to  identify  areas  where  controlled  or  restricted  access  is 
found  to  be  necessary. 

3.  Restrict  all  air  traffic  within  1000  feet  of  the  antenna 
field  to  avoid  possible  exposure  of  electroexplosive  de¬ 
vices  to  antenna  radiation. 
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4.  Implement  staggered  work  hours  for  the  CSOC  project  so  as 
to  avoid  conflicts  with  peak  am  and  pm  base  traffic. 

5.  Promote  ridesharing  (i.e.,  carpools  and  vanpools)  by  CSOC 
employees  with  a  goal  of  achieving  35%  ridership. 

6.  Stabilize  all  roads  at  the  CSOC  (including  any  access  roads) 
to  prevent  fugitive  dust. 

7.  Comply  with  local  dust  control  and  grading  ordinances. 

Peterson  AFB/Colorado  Springs  Location : 

1.  Consider  leasing  the  remaining  portion  of  Section  24  (or  26) 
adjoining  the  CSOC  fenced  complex,  to  local  farmers  for  live¬ 
stock  grazing  or  other  compatible  farming  activity. 

2.  Plant  trees  and  shrubs  along  the  west  and  south  property 
lines  of  Section  26  to  obscure  the  view  of  the  CSOC  facility 
and  antennas  from  nearby  residents  and  travelers  on  Enoch  Road. 

3.  Reassess  traffic  conditions  at  Highway  94/Peterson  Road 
intersection  (following  completion  of  the  signalization 
improvement  project)  after  CSOC  is  in  operation  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  car/van  pooling  of  CSOC  employees  and  CSOC 
shift  hours,  combined  with  the  improved  intersection,  are 
successful  in  minimizing  congestion  at  this  intersection. 
Determine  if  additional  corrective  measures  are  needed  that 
are  within  the  ability  of  the  CSOC  to  implement. 


Kirtland  AFB/Albuquerque  Location : 


1.  Encourage  the  use  of  Eubank  Gate  by  CSOC  employees 
during  peak  am  and  pm  hours  in  order  to  reduce  the 
impact  on  the  Wyoming,  Gibson  and  Truman  gates,  and 
to  reduce  traffic  on  Pennsylvania  Avenue  and  Wyoming 
Boulevard. 


2.  Based  on  sufficient  demand  by  CSOC  employees,  extend 
existing  base  shuttle  bus  system  to  the  CSOC  to  sup¬ 
plement  Albuquerque's  public  bus  system. 

3.  Encourage  delivery  of  construction  equipment/materials 
outside  the  peak  am  and  pm  hours  at  the  base. 

4.  To  extent  feasible,  route  all  access  roads  and  other 
CSOC  structures  away  from  already-identified  archaeo¬ 
logical  sites. 

5.  Enclose  archaeological  Site  No.  4  if  required,  to  avoid 
accidental  disturbance  during  construction. 


Malmstrom  AFB/Great  Falls  Location : 

1.  Option  A:  Encourage  delivery  of  construction  equipment/ 

materials  outside  peak  am  and  pm  base  hours. 

2.  Option  B:  Provide  two  exit  lanes  between  the  CSOC  parking 

lot  and  US  87/89  to  reduce  traffic  delays  during 
peak  am  and  pm  exiting  times. 

3.  Option  B:  Encourage  construction  traffic  to  access  CSOC 

site  via  US  87/89  to  minimize  impact  on  main 
base  traffic  and  base  roads. 
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Mitigation  Measures  Recommended  for  Consideration  by  Other  Agencies 

The  following  mitigation  measures  are  supported  by  the  Department 
of  the  Air  Force  although  they  are  outside  their  implementing  capability  and 
would  have  to  be  acted  on  by  other  agencies.  They  are  measures  which  would 
further  reduce  the  long-term  impacts  of  the  CSOC  project. 

Peterson  AFB/Colorado  Springs  Location : 

1.  Installation  of  traffic  control  device  to  provide  safe  entry 
of  CSOC  vehicles  onto  Highway  94  from  Enoch  Road.  (This  could 
be  part  of  the  Colorado  State  Highway  improvement  project  pre¬ 
sently  underway.) 

2.  Signalization  improvement  of  Highway  94/Peterson  Road 
intersection.  (This  project  is  presently  underway  by 
the  city  of  Colorado  Springs.) 

3.  Establishment  of  secondary  southerly  route  between  the 
CSOC  and  Colorado  Springs.  (This  is  included  in  the 
intermediate  improvement  plans  of  El  Paso  County.) 

4.  General  plan  the  unincorporated  area  between  Ellicott 
and  Colorado  Springs,  and  implement  the  adopted  General 
Plan  with  zoning. 

5.  Evaluate  the  long-term  need  for  increasing  Highway  94 
from  a  2-lane  to  a  4-lane  highway  as  a  result  of  the 
CSOC  and  other  planned  developments  in  the  eastern  part 
of  El  Paso  County. 

6.  Public  bus  route(s)  between  Colorado  Springs  and  the  CSOC. 

Kirtland  AFB/Albuquerque  Location: 

No  additional  mitigation  measures  are  recommended. 

Malmstrom  AFB/Great  Falls  Location : 

1.  Installation  of  signal  and  left-turn  lanes  on  US  87/89 
to  provide  safe  ingress/egress  to  CSOC  (in  the  Option  B 
case  only).  This  improvement  project  could  be  included 
in  the  State  Highway  Department's  planned  improvement 
project  for  US  87/89. 

1.6  A1 ternatives  Eliminated  from  Further  Study 

A  total  of  seventeen  (17)  specific  sites  at  twelve  (12)  different 
military  installations  located  throughout  the  continental  United  States  were 
surveyed  as  potential  candidates  for  the  CSOC.  A  site  survey  (No.  78-21) 
was  conducted  in  May  and  November  of  1978,  and  again  in  January  1979.  Site 
selection  criteria  was  established  for  the  site  surveys  and  were  used  for 
evaluating  the  location  of  the  CSOC.  A  site  evaluation  was  made  for  each 
of  the  seventeen  locations  against  the  site  selection  criteria.  The  evaluation 
and  conclusions  are  contained  in  the  document  entitled  "HQ  USAF  Report  on  the 
Site  Selection  for  the  CSOC",  dated  December  1979. 
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The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  later  directed  on  8  August  1979, 
that  the  final  three  candidate  sites  be  re-surveyed.  The  purpose  of  this  re¬ 
survey  (No.  79-26)  was  to  1)  update  the  technical  data,  2)  determine  the  im¬ 
pact  the  CSOC  mission  requirements  would  have  on  each  candidate  base,  3)  per¬ 
form  a  preliminary  informal  environmental  analysis,  and  4)  investigate  the  po¬ 
tential  use  of  existing  facilities  to  reduce  CSOC  facility  costs.  The  general 
conclusions  of  this  survey  stated  there  were  no  over-riding  technical,  environ¬ 
mental  or  base  support  reasons  for  selecting  one  site  over  another.  This  sur¬ 
vey  additionally  included  evaluation  of  Sections  24  and  26  (at  the  Peterson  AFB/ 
Colorado  Springs  area)  for  locating  the  CSOC  facility  complex.  The  findings, 
evaluations  and  conclusions  are  included  in  the  aforementioned  USAF  report 
on  the  site  selection  procedure  for  the  CSOC. 

Subsequent  to  Site  Survey  No.  79-26,  the  three  candidate  sites  were 
evaluated  against  operational  and  organi zational  factors.  This  evaluation 
resulted  in  Peterson  AFB/Colorado  Springs  being  selected  as  the  preferred 
location  for  the  CSOC.  The  operational  and  organizational  factors  are  des¬ 
cribed  in  the  abovementioned  USAF  document. 


Table  2 


Summary  of  Environmental  and  Socioeconomic  Impacts 

at 

Preferred  and  Alternate  Locations 


Envi ronmental /Socio¬ 
economic  Attribute 

Location 

Environmental  Consequences 

AIR  QUALITY 

{ 

Colorado  Springs 

Motor  vehicle  emissions  could 
increase  the  total  emissions 
in  the  Colorado  Springs  urban¬ 
ized  area  by  .2%  (536  Tons  per 
year)  as  a  result  of  an  estima¬ 
ted  62,490  average  vehicular 
miles  traveled  by  all  the  CSOC 
employees  and  their  families. 

1 

| 

j 

Albuquerque 

Motor  vehicle  emissions  could 
increase  the  total  emissions 
in  the  Albuquerque  urbanized 
area  by  .14%  (523  Tons  per 
year)  as  a  result  of  an  esti¬ 
mated  61,050  average  vehicular 
miles  traveled  by  all  the  CSOC 
employees  and  their  families. 

i 

1 

Great  Falls 

Motor  vehicle  emissions  could 
increase  the  total  emissions 
in  the  Great  Falls  urbanized 
area  by  1.9%  (225  Tons  per 
year)  as  a  result  of  an  esti¬ 
mated  26,660  average  vehicular 
miles  traveled  by  all  the  CSOC 
employees  and  their  families. 

t 

All  Locations 

CSOC  diesel  generators  each  pro¬ 
duce  25  Ibs/hr  particulates, 

24.2  lbs/hr  sulfur  dioxide  and 
364  Ibs/hr  nitrogen  oxides. 

These  emissions  are  in  compli¬ 
ance  with  applicable  State  and 
local  regulations.  The  emer¬ 
gency  diesel  generators  are 
exempt  from  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency  Rules  and  Regu¬ 
lations. 
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Table  2 
Continued 


Envi ronmental/Soci o- 
economic  Attribute 

Location 

Environmental  Consequences 

UTILITIES 

1 

i 

i 

1 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

j 

i 

t 

i 

1 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

Colorado  Springs 

CSOC  Facility:  (Off-base)* 

Water  -  extend  existing  supply 
line  2-3  miles 

Natural  Gas  -  extend  existing 
supply  line  6.5  miles 
(13  miles  if  supplied 
by  City  of  Colorado 
Springs) 

Electricity  -  extend  transmis¬ 
sion  lines  5  miles 
Wastewater  Treatment  -  on-site 
treatment  plant  to  be 
constructed 

Albuquerque 

CSOC  Facility:  (On-base)** 

Water  -  extend  existing  supply 
line  .5  mile;  addition¬ 
al  2.5  mile  extension 
required  if  water  is 
piped  to  antenna  field. 
Natural  Gas  -  extend  existing 
supply  line  4  miles 
Electricity  -  extend  transmis¬ 
sion  line  2.5  miles; 
construct  1  substation 
Wastewater  Treatment  -  May  re¬ 
quire  rehabilitation  of 
existing  Imhoff  treat¬ 
ment  facilities  near 
the  Manzano  Area. 

Great  Falls 

CSOC  Facility:  (On-base)*** 

Water  -  Opt. A:  extend  line  1800' 
Opt.B:  extend  line  3  mi. 

Natural  Gas  -  Opt. A:  extend  line 

3  miles 

Opt.B:  extend  line 

2  miles 

Electricity  -  Opt. A:  extend  line 
1.75  miles  +  1.5 
miles  off-base 
Opt.B:  extend  line 
1.5  mi les  +  1.5 
miles  off-base 

Wastewater  Treatment-  extend 

sewer  line  2  miles  for 
Options  A  and  B. 

*AT)  extensions  noted  are  located  on  off-base  property 
**A11  extensions  noted  are  located  on  base  property 

***A1 1  extensions  noted  are  located  on  base  property  with  exception  of  1.5  miles 


of  transmission  line  located  off-base. 
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Envi  ronmental /Socio¬ 
economic  Attribute 


Location 


Environmental  Consequence 


UTILITIES  (continued) 


All  Locations 


Regional:  Adequate  water,  gas, 
power  and  wastewater 
treatment  capacity. 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL/HIS¬ 
TORICAL  RESOURCES 


Colorado  Springs 


Little  likelihood  of  uncoven'ng 
any  cultural  resources  in  vicin¬ 
ity  of  CSOC  facility.  Site  will 
be  surveyed  in  accordance  with 
Executive  Order  11593. 


t 


I 

j 

f 


* 


I 

I 


SHORT-TERM  CONSTRUC¬ 
TION  IMPACTS 


Albuquerque 


Great  Falls 


Several  historical  sites  exist  in 
close  proximity  to  antenna  field 
and  associated  access  road.  Pro¬ 
per  layout  of  antenna  field  and 
road  can  avoid  these  sites.  If 
Site  No.  4  is  determined  in  dan¬ 
ger  of  accidental  disturbance 
during  construction,  it  would  be 
fenced.  Compliance  with  Execu-  j 
tive  Order  11593  is  required. 


Little  likelihood  of  uncovering 
any  cultural  resources  at  the 
CSOC  antenna  field.  Site  will 
be  surveyed  in  accordance  with 
Executive  Order  11593. 


Colorado  Springs 


Gradi ng : 

Sect. 24-Max.  +10'  cuts/fills  re 
quired  for  parking  lot; 
+20'  needed  for  expan¬ 
sion  of  CSOC  in  future. 

Sect. 26-Max.  +5'  cuts/fills 
Roads:  Construct  2700'  of  24'wide 
access  road  for  Sect. 26; 
7980'  for  Sect. 24.  Pave 
perimeter  prtrol  road. 

Pave  2.5  miles  of  Enoch 
Road.  Right-of-way  must 
be  acquired  to  provide  ve¬ 
hicular  access  to  Sect. 24. 
Utilities:  Off-site  trenching  for] 
underground  utilities 
could  create  temporary  in¬ 
convenience  to  traffic. 
Structures :  Entire  CSOC  facility 
would  have  to  be  construc¬ 
ted,  requiring  about  2  yrs 


I 

i 


I 

I 

I 

i 
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Table  2 
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Envi ronmental/Socio- 
economic  Attribute 

Location 

Envi ronmental  Consequence 

SHORT-TERM  CONSTRUC¬ 
TION  IMPACTS  (conti¬ 
nued) 

1 

! 

i 

1 

I 

i 

i 

i 

i 

| 

i 

i 

l 

i 

t 

t 

t 

i 

i 

! 

Albuquerque 

Grading:  Insignificant  at  Manzano 
Area;  max.  +5'  cut/fill 
at  antenna  field. 

Roads:  Pave  1000'  at  Manzano  Area; 
pave  1700'  at  antenna 
field;  pave  perimeter  ; 
patrol  road  around  an¬ 
tenna  field  only.  | 

Utilities:  On-base  trenching  for 
underground  utilities  +  | 
12,800'  trench  for  cable; 
Structures:  Construct  new  Tech.  ; 
and  Powerplant  Bldgs, 
only.  Construct  guard¬ 
house  at  antenna  field. 
Rehabilitate  6  existing 
buildings  at  Manzano. 

Great  Falls 

Grading:  Opt.A-Insignificant  at 
SAGE  area,  max. +6'  cuts 
at  antenna  field. 
Opt.B-More  extensive  j 

than  Opt. A,  parking  lot  j 
will  need  +10 ' cut/ f i 1 1 . 

Roads:  Opt.A-Reroute  base  inter-  | 
ior  roads  in  SAGE  area, 
construct  .5  mile  ac-  ! 
cess  road  to  antenna  ! 

field,  pave  3  miles  of 
base  road,  pave  perime- 
eter  patrol  road  at  both  1 
SAGE  and  antenna  field. 

Opt.B-Pave  3  miles  base 
road,  pave  1600'  access 
road  to  US  87/89,  pave 
perimeter  patrol  road 
at  one  location  only, 
improve  access  to  US  87/ 
89. 

Utilities:  Opt.A-On-base  trench-  \ 
ing  for  underground 
utilities  and  8700'  of 
cable. 

Opt.B-On-base  trench¬ 
ing  for  underground 
utilities. 
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Table  2 
Continued 


Envi ronmental /Socio¬ 
economic  Attribute 

Location 

Environmental  Consequence 

SHORT-TERM  CONSTRUC¬ 
TION  IMPACTS  (conti¬ 
nued) 

Great  Falls 
(continued) 

Structures:  Opt.A-Construct  new 

Tech,  and  Powerplant  1 

Bldgs,  only,  construct 

2  guardhouses,  demolish 

10  existing  bldgs 
Opt.B-Entire  CSOC  fa¬ 
cility  to  be  construct¬ 
ed,  requiring  about  2 
yrs.  A  new  base  entry 
gate  required  at  87/39.  j 

i 

1 

1 

All  Locations 

During  grading  operations  heavy 
construction  equipment  would 
emit  239  lbs/day  pollutants. 

1 

VISUAL/AESTHETIC 

CONCERNS 

Colorado  Springs 

Antenna  structures  and  CSOC  build¬ 
ings  are  partially  visible  from 
Hwy.94  and  particularly  from  Enoch 
Road. 

CSOC  facility  is  not  visible  to  any 
degree  from  public  roads,  or  from 
residential  developments. 

Great  Falls 

Antenna  structures  and  CSOC  build-  ! 
ings  are  visible  from  US  87/89  for 
several  miles  in  either  direction, 
and  to  a  lesser  degree  from  52nd 
Street. 

|  ELECTROMAGNETIC 
i  RADIATION 

1 

1 

All  Locations 

All  emitted  radiation  is  orders  of 
magnitude  below  1  mw/cm^  at  ground 
level;  however,  power  density  could 
be  increased  due  to  reflection  off  1 
other  objects.  This  makes  it  essen¬ 
tial  to  conduct  field  survey  mea¬ 
surements  after  antenna  installa¬ 
tion  to  identify  areas  where  re¬ 
stricted  or  prohibited  access  is 
found  to  be  necessary. 

A  potential  exists  to  activate  EEDs 
on  aircraft  flying  within  473'  of 
S-band  antenna.  (This  potential  is 
greater  at  Great  Falls  due  to  the 
nearby  runway  and  resulting  air¬ 
craft  activity.) 
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Envi ronmental/Socio- 
economic  Attribute 

Location 

Environmental  Consequence 

TRAFFIC 

Colorado  Springs 

CSOC  traffic  may  add  to  exist¬ 
ing  congestion  at  Hwy .94/Peter¬ 
son  Road  intersection  during  peak 
am  and  pm  hours;  traffic  condi¬ 
tions  need  to  be  reassessed  after 
CSOC  is  in  operation  to  determine 
success  of  car/van  pooling,  stag¬ 
gered  work  hours,  and  signal iza- 
tion  improvement  project.  (See 
Mitigation  Measure  page  1-4.) 

CSOC  traffic  will  be  inconvenienced 
by  school  buses  on  Hwy.  94  (requir¬ 
ing  traffic  to  stop  during  pick  up 
and  unloading  of  school  children); 
CSOC  traffic  will  double  present 
volume  of  traffic  on  Hwy. 94  thus 
increasing  exposure  of  buses  and 
students  to  potential  accidents. 

J 

CSOC  traffic  will  probably  gener¬ 
ate  pressure  to  expand  Hwy.  94  to 

4  lanes  and  to  provide  a  second 
southerly  route  between  Colorado 
Springs  and  the  CSOC  facility. 

| 

\ 

Albuquerque 

CSOC  traffic  could  slightly  increse 
congestion  at  two  of  the  five  access 
gates  to  Kirtland  AFB  and  may  re¬ 
quire  additional  control  measures. 

i 

Great  Falls 

Opt. A-Malmstrom  AFB  traffic  volume 
at  main  gate  would  double  during 
peak  am  and  pm  hours. 
Opt.B-Ingress/egress  traffic  at  US 
87/89  would  need  a  traffic  signal 
plus  other  associated  lane  improve¬ 
ments.  Also,  the  exiting  pm  CSOC 
traffic  could  be  subjected  to  sub¬ 
stantial  delays  unless  dual  exit 
lanes  are  provided  between  parking 
lot  and  US  87/89. 

_ 
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1 

Envi ronmental /Soci o- 
economic  Attribute 

Location 

_ 

Environmental  Consequence 

PUBLIC  SCHOOLS 

Colorado  Springs 

Projected  adequate  capacity  for 

CSOC  students  when  all  school  dis¬ 
tricts  are  considered.  May  be 

certain  districts  (such  as  E 11 i cot t ‘ 
Palmer,  and  Peyton)  that  could  be  | 
overloaded  if  substantial  number  ofl 
CSOC  employees  resided  in  their  j 

district.  j 

Albuquerque 

Projected  adequate  capacity  for  ; 

CSOC  students  except  in  certain 
areas  where  rapid  growth  has  caused; 
overloading  of  schools. 

1 

i 

1 

1 

Great  Falls 

School  district  has  plenty  of  ; 

school  facilities  (schools,  class-  , 
rooms,  etc.)  but  may  be  required  ; 
to  re-open  classrooms  in  certain 
elementary  and  junior  highs  by 

1984;  by  1985  the  additional  CSOC 
students  may  be  sufficient  to  war¬ 
rant  re-opening  of  several  elemen¬ 
tary  schools  closed  in  recent  years  : 
due  to  declining  population. 

|  HOUSING 

i 

! 

\ 

Colorado  Springs 

Military  -  Family  quarters  and  30Q  . 
units  have  2-4  month  waiting  per¬ 
iod.  Only  27  BAQ  units  are  pre¬ 
sently  vacant. 

Civilian  -  Adequate  number  of  hous-| 
ing  units  projected  to  be  avail¬ 
able;  price  range  could  limit 
housing  choices  for  enlisted  per-  ! 
sonnel .  Influx  of  CSOC  person-  ! 
nel  should  not  reduce  vacancy 
rates  below  locally  acceptable 
levels . 

! 

' 

Albuquerque 

Military  -  Family  quarters  and  BOQ 
units  have  1-month  waiting  period. 
BAQ  units  at  Manzano  could  be  re¬ 
opened  to  house  CSOC  personnel . 

Civilian  -  Adequate  number  of  hous¬ 
ing  units  projected  to  be  avail¬ 
able.  Price  range  could  limit 
housing  choices  for  enlisted  per¬ 
sonnel.  Influx  of  CSOC  families 
could  cause  regional  vacancy  rate 
to  drop  below  2%. 
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Envi ronmental /Socio¬ 
economic  Attribute 

! ocation 

Environmental  Consequence 

HOUSING  (continued) 

Great  Falls 

Military  -  Family  quarters  and  BOQ 
units  have  average  waiting  period 
of  3  months.  260  BAQ  units  are 
presently  vacant. 

Civilian  -  Sufficient  housing  unite 
projected  to  be  available.  Price 
range  may  limit  housing  choices 
for  enlisted  personnel.  Influx  j 
of  CSOC  personnel  would  help  de¬ 
crease  present  vacancy  rate  of 

10%. 

GENERAL  COST/REVENUE 

Colorado  Springs 

CSOC  population  could  generate  add-! 
itional  tax  revenues  for  regional 
area  including  Federal  funds  for 
local  school  districts. 

CSOC  may  also  generate  minor  costs 
to  local  school  districts  if  class¬ 
rooms  need  to  be  reopened  in  cer¬ 
tain  neighborhoods. 

■ 

i 

i 

Albuquerque 

CSOC  population  may  generate  addi¬ 
tional  tax  revenues  for  regional 
area  including  Federal  funds  for 
local  school  district. 

CSOC  may  generate  minor  costs  to 
local  school  district  if  class-  i 

rooms  are  re-opened  at  certain  | 

crowded  neighborhood  schools. 

Great  Falls 

CSOC  population  could  generate  add-! 
itional  tax  revenues  (with  excep-  j 
tion  of  sales  tax)  for  the  regional 
area,  including  additional  Federal 
funds  for  the  school  district. 

CSOC  could  also  generate  costs  to 
local  school  district  as  classrooms 
and  possibly  an  elementary  school, 
are  re-opened  to  accommodate  CSOC 
students. 
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economic  Attribute 


LAND  USE  PLANS,  POLI¬ 
CIES  AND  CONTROLS 


i 
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Table  2 
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Location 

Environmental  Consequence 

Colorado  Springs 

CSOC  location  is  10  miles  beyond  J 
presently  planned  growth  area  of 
Colorado  Springs.  In  the  absence 
of  a  General  Plan,  spot  commercial 
development  could  occur  along  Hwy. 

94  as  a  result  of  the  CSOC. 

The  presence  of  the  CSOC  would  pro¬ 
bably  provide  further  impetus  for 
development  eastward  from  Colorado 
Springs . 

Livestock  grazing  or  other  farming 
activity  would  be  prohibited  on 
approximately  170  acres  of  fenced 
area  within  the  CSOC  complex. 

Albuquerque 

No  impacts  identified 

Great  Falls 

Either  Opt.  A  or  B  would  preclude 
construction  of  the  Base  Golf 

Course  at  the  antenna  field  site. 

] 

i 

i 

i 

-* 

j 

1 

? 

.  i 

i 
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II.  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


The  following  is  a  list  of  agencies,  organizations,  and  persons  to 
whom  copies  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Consolidated 
Space  Operations  Center  (dated  October  1980)  were  sent: 


Governor  Richard  D.  Lamm 
136  State  Capitol  Building 
200  East  Colfax 
Denver,  Colorado  80203 


Governor  Bruce  King 
Governor's  Office 
Executive  Legislature  Bldg. 
Sante  Fe,  New  Mexico  87503 

Governor  Thomas  L.  Judge 
State  Capitol  Building 
Helena,  Montana  59601 


Steve  Ellis,  A-95  Coordinator 
Division  of  Planning 
Department  of  Local  Affairs 
1313  Sherman,  Room  520 
Denver,  Colorado  80203 

Mr.  Edward  Coker,  Chairperson 
Southwest  Federal  Regional  Council 
1100  Commerce  Street,  Room  9C28 
Dallas,  Texas  75242 

Walter  0.  Kelm,  Regional  Environ¬ 
mental  Officer 

Program  Planning  and  Evaluation 
Department  of  Housing  &  Urban  Dev. 
Executive  Tower  -  1405  Curtis  St. 
Denver,  Colorado  80202 

Russ  Caldwell 

Director  of  Div.  of  Community  Dev. 
5th  Floor  Centennial  Bldg. 

13th  and  Sherman 
Denver,  Colorado  80203 

Honorable  W.  H.  Becker 

1448  Bel lai re  Dri ve 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80909 

Congressman  Kramer 
1520  North  Union 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80909 

William  S.  Coburn 

Daniel,  Mann,  Johnson  &  Mendenhall 

3250  Wilshire  Boulevard 

Los  Angeles,  Calif.  90010 


Ralph  Prather,  A-95  Coordinator 
Dept,  of  Finance  and  Administration 
State  Planning  Division 
505  Don  Gaspar  Avenue 
Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87503 

Ms.  Agnes  Zipperian,  A-95  Coordinator 
Office  of  the  Governor 
Budget  and  Program  Planning 
State  Capitol  Building,  Room  221 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Ms.  Betty  Miller,  Chairperson 
Mountain  Plains  Federal  Regional  Council 
1961  Stout  Street,  Room  1490 
Denver,  Colorado  80294 


Charles  W.  Heim 

Chairman,  Pikes  Peak  Area  COG 

27  E.  Vermijo 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Congressman  Kogovsek 
2860  South  Circle  Drive 
Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80910 

Mary  Estil  Buchanan 

17th  East  Pikes  Peak 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Elson  L.  Erickson 
Regional  Director,  Mid-West  Region 
Office  of  Economic  Adjustment 
Federal  Building,  Room  1906 
Kansas  City,  Missouri  64106 


Ms.  Paula  Herzmark 
Executive  Director 
Dept,  of  Local  Affairs 
5th  Floor  Centennial  Bldg. 
13th  and  Sherman 
Denver,  Colorado  80203 
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Janies  G.  Lareau,  Supervisor 
Engineering  and  Enforcement  Sect. 
Air  Pollution  Control  Division 
P.0.  Box  1293 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87103 

Louis  D.  Higgs,  Exec.  Director 
Four  Corners  Regional  Commission 
2350  Alamo  S.E.,  Suite  303 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87106 

Department  of  the  Interior 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
P.  0.  Box  1306 
500  Gold  Avenue  SW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87103 

Commanding  Officer,  Northern  Div. 
Naval  Facilities  Engmg.  Command 
Attn:  Code  20,  A.R.  Gionnotti 
Philadelphia,  Penn.  19112 

FAA/AFREP  CE/GL/RM  Regions 
Federal  Building 
601  East  12th  Street 
Kansas  City,  Missouri  64106 

Honorable  Harrison  V.  Schmitt 
United  States  Senator 
Federal  Office  Building 
U.S.  Courthouse 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87103 

Honorable  Bruce  King 
Governor  of  New  Mexico 
Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87503 

Ralph  Trigg,  Jr. 

Albuquerque  Armed  Services  Advi¬ 
sory  Committee 
P.0.  Box  1516 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87103 
James  F.  Garvin 

Albuquerque  Industrial  Develop¬ 
ment  Service 
401  2nd  NW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 
Mr.  Gene  Mares 

Albuquerque/Bernali  11  o  County 
Planning  Department 
400  Marquette  NW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 


L.  P.  Apodaca 

Department  of  Energy,  Albuquerque  Operati 
Sandia  Area  Office 
P.  0.  Box  5400 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87115 

John  Loucks ,  Exec.  Director 
Old  West  Regional  Commission 
201  Main  Street,  Suite  D 
Rapid  City,  South  Dakota  57701 

District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Engineer  District,  Omaha 
U.S.  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 
Omaha,  Nebraska  68102 

FAA/AFREP  Southwest  Region 

P.0.  Box  1689 

Forth  Worth,  Texas  76101 


Honorable  David  Rusk 
Mayor  of  Albuquerque 
400  Marquette  Ave  NW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Honorable  Manual  Lujan,  Jr. 

Member,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Federal  Office  Building 
U.S.  Courthouse 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87103 

Honorable  Pete  V.  Domenici 
United  States  Senator 
Federal  Office  Bldg.,  US  Courthouse 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87103 

Middle  Rio  Grande  COG 
505  Marquette  NW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 


State  Planning  Office 
State  Clearinghouse 
505  Don  Gaspar  Greer  Bldg. 
Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87503 

Bill  Howard 
FAA  Area  Coordinator 
2930  Yale  Blvd.  SE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87115 


Chester  A.  Caldwell,  President 
Albuquerque  Chamber  of  Commerce 
401  2nd  NW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Clyde  G.  Sharrer,  Aviation  Dir. 
Aviation  Department 
P.  0.  Box  9022 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87119 
AFESC/RO V 

Main  Tower  Bldg.,  1200  Main  St. 
Dallas,  Texas  75202 

HQ  NO RAD/ ADC/ DE 
Chidlaw  Bldg 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80910 
46  AERO  DW/DEV 

Peterson  AFB,  Colorado  80914 
341  CSG/DEEV 

Malmstrom  AFB,  Montana  59402 
1606  ABW/DEEV 

Kirtland  AFB,  New  Mexico  87117 
HQ  MAC/DEEE 

Scott  AFB,  Illinois  62225 
46  AERO  DW/PA 

Peterson  AFB,  Colorado  80914 
1606  ABW/PA 

Kirtland  AFB,  New  Mexico  87117 
HQ  AFSC/DEV 

Andrews  AFB,  Maryland  20334 


Patricia  A.  Henry,  Environmental 
Coordinator,  PPACG 
27  East  Vermijo 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

William  T.  Wildman,  Director 
El  Paso  County  Land  Use  Dept. 

27  East  Vermijo  Street 
Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Wm.  H.  Claire,  Commissioner 
Board  of  Land  Conmissi oners 
Dept,  of  Natural  Resources 
620  Centennial  Bldg. 

Denver,  Colorado  80203 


Dr.  Joseph  P.  Robitaille 
Superintendent  of  Schools 
724  Maple  SE 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87106 

Mr.  Marion  M.  Cottrell,  Chairman 
Albuquerque  City  Council 
400  Marquette  Ave.  NW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

HQ  AFESC/DEV 

Tyndall  AFB,  Florida  32403 
46  AERO  DW/CC 

Peterson  AFB,  Colorado  80914 
341  CSG/CC 

Malmstrom  AFB,  Montana  59402 
1606  ABW/CC 

Kirtland  AFB,  New  Mexico  87117 
HQ  SAC/DEV 

Offutt  AFB,  Nebraska  68113 
HQ  NORAD/XPX 

Peterson  AFB,  Colorado  80914 
341  CSG/PA 

Malmstrom  AFB,  Montana  59402 
HQ  USAF/LEEV 

Pentagon,  Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Ronald  J.  Simpson,  Asst.  Planning  Director 
County  Office  Building 
27  East  Vermijo  Street 
Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Mountain  View  Electric  Association,  Inc. 
3524  N.  Tejon 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80907 

Ben  Chase,  Vice  President 
Exchange  National  Bank 
P.  0.  Box  940 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80943 

David  Bamberger,  Sr.  Planner,  PPACG 

27  East  Vermijo  Street 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 
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Mr.  Vic  Anders,  Resident  Engr. 
Division  of  Highways 
State  of  Colorado 
18  East  Arvada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80901 

Cherokee  Water  District 
702  Western  Drive 
P.0.  Box  9908 
Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

Attn:  F.  Stuart  Loosley,  Manager 

Barry  McDonald 

2155  Shawnee  Court 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80915 

Dept,  of  Environmental  Health 
505  Marquette  NW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87103 

Albuquerque  Public  Schools 
724  Maple  SE 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87125 

Montana  State  Hwy.  Dept. 

104  18  Ave  NE 
Great  Falls,  Montana 

Great  Falls  Public  Schools  Dist. 
1100  4  S 

Great  Falls,  Montana 


George  E.  Madril,  Jr. 

El  Paso  County  Dept,  of  Transportation 

3120  Century  Street 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80907 

Rodney  Preisser,  President 
Pikes  Peak  Water  Company 
4463  Whispering  Circle 
Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80917 

Dave  Holt 

Meadowlark  Airport 
Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 

Albuquerque  Water  Resources  Dept. 

P.  0.  Box  1293 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87103 

Center  for  Anthropological  Studies 
P.  0.  Box  14576 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87191 

County  Road  Department 
415  3  NW 

Great  Falls,  Montana 

Chamber  of  Commerce 
926  Central  Avenue 
Great  Falls,  Montana 


Great  Falls  Gas  Company 
725  Central  Avenue 
Great  Falls,  Montana 

Erna  Fergusson  Branch  Library 
3700  San  Mateo  Blvd  NE 
Alouquerque,  New  Mexico  87110 

Esperanza  Branch  Library 
5600  Fsperanza  Drive  NW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87105 

Prospect  Park  Branch  Library  • 
8205  Apache  Ave  NE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87110 

Bernalillo  County  Library 
1221  Arenal  Road  SW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87105 

Penrose  Public  Library 
20  North  Cascade  Ave. 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Broadmarket  Square  Library 
1 755  South  8th  St. 

Colorado  Springs.  Colorado  80906 


City/County  Planning  Department 

Civic  Center 

Great  Falls,  Montana 

Ernie  Pyle  Branch  Library 
900  Girard  Blvd  SE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87105 

Los  Giregos  Branch  Library 
1000  Giregos  Road  NW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico 

San  Pedro  Branch  Library 
5600  Trumbull  Ave  SE 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87108 

Albuquerque  Public  Library 
501  Copper  Ave  NW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Pikes  Peak  Regional  Library  District 
P.0.  Box  1579 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80901 

East  Branch  Library 
1749  N.  Academy  Blvd. 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80909 
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Old  Colorado  City  Branch  Library 
2428  West  Pikes  Peak  Ave. 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80904 

Manitou  Springs  Public  Library 

701  Manitou  Avenue 

Manitou  Springs,  Colorado  80829 

A1 lan  W .  Kleven 

Pres.,  Home  Builders  Assn. 

1413  Potter  Drive 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80909 

Mrs.  Helen  Thurlow 
Aiken  Audubon  Society 
1113  Wood  Ave . 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 
Guy  Wal lace 

Chairman,  Colorado  Springs  Plan¬ 
ning  Corrmission 
P.0.  Box  548 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80901 
John  Morgan 

Chairman,  Airport  Advisory  Comm 
102  N.  Cascade,  Suite  470 
Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Mr.  Chris  Cherches 

City  Manager,  Great  Falls 

P.  0.  Box  5021 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Carl  Abel 

Public  Works  Director 
P.0.  Box  1609 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 
Jack  Whitaker 

Cascade  County  Commissioner 

Court  House  Annex 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

John  Mooney 

Director,  City-County  Planning 

P.  0.  Box  1609 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Ray  Wiley 

Montana  Dept,  of  Highways 

104  18th  Ave  NE 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Frank  Boniface 
Chief,  FAA  RAPCON/Tower 
Great  Falls  Inti  Airport 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 


Security  Public  Library 
715  Aspen  Drive 
Security,  Colorado  80911 

Great  Falls  Public  Library 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 


Dan  Martinez 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

100  Chase  Stone  Center 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Col.  Bob  Daniel,  Ret. 

Pres,  of  Sierra  Club 
1007  N.  Union 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80909 
Tom  Evans 

Chairman,  El  Paso  County  Planning 
Commi ssion 

4465  No.  Park  Drive,  Suite  204 
Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80907 

Gene  Thayer 

Mayor  of  Great  Falls 

P.  0.  Box  1521 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Mr.  L.  VI.  Fasbender 
Cascade  County  Cotmissioner 
Court  House  Annex 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Franklin  Steyaert 
Court  House  Annex 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 


Robert  Batista 
Cascade  County  Surveyor 
415  Third  Street  NW 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Don  Pizzini 

Director,  City-County  Health  Dept. 

11 30  1 7th  Ave  South 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Harold  Wenaas 

Superintendent,  Great  Falls  Public  Schools 
1100  Fourth  Street  South 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Tim  Ryan 

Chamber  of  Commerce 
P.0.  Box  2927 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 
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Ian  Davidson 
Chamber  of  Commerce 
Davidson  Building 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 


Jack  Holland 
Chamber  of  Commerce 
1200  25th  Street  South 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 


Tom  Thomas 
Chamber  of  Commerce 
1200  25th  Street  South 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Clai r  Wi  1  li ts 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 


Mr.  R.  S.  O' Day,  Jr. 
Prairie  Nest  Ranch 
Highwood  Star  Route 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59405 


Ed  Matteucci 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

P.  0.  Box  2007 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Col.  Paul  Maxwell 
120th  Fighter  Group 
Montana  Air  National  Guard 
Great  Falls  International  Airport 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Mrs.  John  Loy 

51  Prospect  Drive 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 


Mr.  Heine  Helseth 
Highwood  Star  Route 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59405 

William  Utter 

Di rector.  Great  Falls  Inti.  Airport 

P.  0.  Box  1609 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 


Richard  Barnes 

Moutain  Bell  Telephone  Company 

P.  0.  Box  2247 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Bill  Cady 

Mgr.,  Montana  State  Employment  Service 
1018  Seventh  Street  South 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 


Mrs.  Mary  K.  Swanson 
Pres.  Great  Falls  Multiple 
Listing  Service 
33  Division  Road 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59401 

Bg.  Emmett  Whalen 

Cmdr.,  Montana  National  Guard 

County  Court  House 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 


Gerald  Pottratz 

Secretary,  North  Central  Bldg.  Trades 
Council 

P.  0.  Box  1365 

Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 

Charles  Nebel 
Cascade  County  Assessor 
County  Court  House 
Great  Falls,  Montana  59403 


Colorado  Springs  City  Clerk 
107  N.  Nevada  Ave. 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Leo  Verve rs 
County  Commissioner 
27  E.  Vermijo 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Mr.  Terry  Harris 
County  Commissioner 
27  E.  Vermijo 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 


Tom  Collier,  Jr. 

County  Commissioner 
27  E,  Vermijo 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Mr.  Terry  Salt 
County  Commissioner 
27  E.  Vermijo 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Francois  M.  Genty 
Public  Information 
27  E.  Vermijo 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 
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Norman  Palermo 

County  Attorney 

102  E.  Pikes  Peak 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Floyd  Pettie 

Disaster  Emergency  Services 
230  E,  Kiowa 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Michael  C.  Bird,  M.D. 

City  Council  Member 
107  N.  Nevada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

City  Council 
107  N.  Nevada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 
Attn:  George  L.  James 
Peter  M.  Susemihl 
Leon  Young 

John  A.  Covert 

Intergovernmental  Relations  Div. 
107  N.  Nevada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 
James  D.  Ringe 

Director  of  Community  Development 
107  N.  Nevada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Ri chard  M.  Sull i van 
Housing  Authority  Director 
107  N.  Nevada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Dewitt  Miller 
Director  of  Public  Works 
107  N.  Nevada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Lewis  Christensen 

Chamber  of  Commerce 

100  Chase  Stone  Center 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 


Max  Rothschild 
Transportation 
3170  Century 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80907 

Hon.  Robert  M.  Isaac 
Mayor  of  Colorado  Springs 
107  N.  Nevada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Thomas  I .  Anderson 
City  Council  Member 
107  N.  Nevada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 


Mrs.  Mary  Kyer 
Lee  Duran 

Gordon  D.  Hinds 
City  Attorney 
107  N.  Nevada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Mr.  Bud  Owsley 
Planning  Director 
107  N.  Nevada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Darrel  R.  Barnes 

Safety  Processing  Director 

107  N.  Nevada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Edward  L.  Strieker 
Aviation  Director 
107  N.  Nevada 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 
Joe  Reich,  Jr. 

Economic  Development  Committee 
100  Chase  Stone  Center 
Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 


William  B.  Tutt  Ed  Gregory 

Military  Affairs  Committee  Industrial  Devel .  Bond  Review  Committee 

100  Chase  Stone  Center  100  Chase  Slone  Center 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 


James  E.  Hill 

President,  Chamber  of  Commerce 
100  Chase  Stone  Center 
Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 


Mr.  A.  Marvin  Strait 

Chairman  Elect 

100  Chase  Stone  Center 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 
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Jim  Isaac  Mr.  Terry  Pixley 

Air  Transportation  Commander  President,  Colorado  Springs  Board 

100  Chase  Stone  Center  of  Realtors 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903  430  N.  Tejon 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903 

Jack  W.  Foutch  Dru  Wilson 

El  Paso  County  Bar  Assn.  Colorado  Springs  Press  Association 

121  E.  Pikes  Peak,  Suite  466  P.0.  Box  515 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80901 

Ms.  Ann  Dunlop,  Mayor  Bernalillo  Administrative  Offices 

P.  0.  Box  707  620  Lomas  NW 

Corrales,  New  Mexico  87048  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Bernalillo  County  Cotmissi oners  Bernalillo  County  Manager 

620  Lomas  NW  620  Lomas  NW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Bernalillo  District  Attorney  Chief  Administrative  Officer 

715  Tijeras  Avenue  NW  400  Marquette  Avenue  NW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Bernalillo  County  Assessor  Middle  Rio  Grande  Council  of  Governments 

505  Central  NW  924  Park  Avenue  SW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Patricial  J.  Baca,  City  Councilor  Joe  R.  Abeyta,  City  Councilor 
400  Marquette  Avenue  NW  400  Marquette  Avenue  NW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Mel  C.  Aragon,  City  Councilor  Thomas  W.  Hoover,  City  Councilor 

400  Marquette  Avenue  NW  400  Marquette  Avenue  NW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Sandra  L.  West,  City  Councilor  Alan  R.  Reed,  City  Councilor 

400  Marquette  Avenue  NW  400  Marquette  Avenue  NW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Jo  F.  Macaleese,  City  Councilor  Jim  S.  Gelleney,  City  Councilor 

400  Marquette  Avenue  NW  400  Marquette  Avenue  NW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Marion  M.  Cottrell,  City  Councilor  Mountain  Bell  Telephone  Company 

400  Marquette  Avenue  NW  625  Silver  Avenue  SW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

New  Mexico  Employment  Security  Dept. New  Mexico  Employment  Service 

401  Broadway  NE  National  Indian  Youth  Council 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102  203  Hermosa  Drive  NE 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87108 

New  Mexico  State  Hwy.  Dept.  Gy  Fails 

7500  East  Frontage  Road  505  Don  Gaspar,  Greer  Building 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87109  Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  P7503 

New  Mexico  Dept,  of  Human  Services  District  Health  Officer 
401  Broadway  NE  1111  Stanford  Drive  NE 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87105 
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New  Mexico  Air  National  Guard 
Kirtland  AFB 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  37117 

City  Attorney 

400  Marquette  Ave.  NW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  8710? 

Bernalillo  Housing  Authority 
513  Sixth  Street  NW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 


League  of  Women  Voters 
510  Second  NW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87105 

Bernalillo  Planning  Corrmission 
Attn:  Chairman 
400  Marquette  Avenue  NW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Airport  Advisory  Committee 
Attn:  Chairman 
924  Park  Avenue  SW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Nature  Conservancy 
New  Mexico  Chapter 
510  Gold  Avenue  SW 
Suite  216 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 


New  Mexico  Real  Estate  Corrmission 
600  Second  NW 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Director  of  Community  Development 
400  Marquette  Ave.  NW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Joseph  Pierce,  Water  Pollution  Control 
Bureau 

Environmental  Improvement  Division 
P.  0.  Box  968 

Santa  Fe,  New  Mexico  87503 

John  R.  Tiwald,  President,  Sierra  Club 
200  Lomas  Blvd.  NW 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Central  New  Mexico  Audubon  Society 

P.  0.  Box  30002 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87190 

New  Mexico  Conservation  Coordinating  Council 
P.  0.  Box  142 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87103 
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III.  PUBLIC  COMMENTS 


1 1 1 . 1  Respondents  to  the  CSOC  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Copies  of  the  Draft  EIS  were  provided  for  review  and  comment  to 
federal,  state  and  local  government  agencies,  and  to  the  general  public.  Writ¬ 
ten  comments  were  received  from  the  following: 

Federal  Agencies 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  Region  VIII,  Colorado 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  Region  VI,  Texas 
Department  of  the  Air  Force,  Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico 
Department  of  the  Air  Force,  Peterson  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado 
Department  of  Energy,  Albuquerque  Operations,  New  Mexico 
United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  VIII,  Colorado 
Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Texas 
Department  of  Transportation ,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Colorado 
Department  of  the  Interior,  Office  of  the  Secretary,  Colorado 

State  Agencies 

Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 

Colorado  Office  of  Energy  Conservation 

Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Geological  Survey 

Colorado  Division  of  Water  Resources 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 

State  of  New  Mexico,  Office  of  the  Governor 

Colorado  Division  of  Planning,  Department  of  Local  Affairs 

State  Clearinghouse,  Planning  Division,  New  Mexico 

Local  Agencies 

El  Paso  County  Land  Use  Department 
Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments 

Organizations 

Colorado  Historical  Society 
Individuals 

Mr.  Larry  Ranieri ,  Helena,  Montana 

1 1 1 . 2  Comments  and  Responses 

Comments  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and 
the  Air  Force  responses  follow.  The  written  responses  are  numerically  keyed 
to  the  numbered  comments. 
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FEDERAL  AGENCIES 
Comments  and  Responses 

Comments:  No.  I  through  No.  60 

(Pages  1 1 1-3  through  1 1 1-25) 

Responses:  Pages  1 1 1-26  through  1 1 1-39 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

REGIONAL/AREA  OFFICE 
EXECUTIVE  TOWER  -  1405  CURTIS  STREET 
DENVER,  COLORADO  80202 


December  2,  1980 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 

8S0Q 


Dr.  Carlos  Stern 
Office  of  the  Secretary 

of  the  Air  Force  (SAF/MIQ) 

Pentagon 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 
Dear  Dr.  Stern: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  (CS0C)  at 
three  candidate  locations  (Peterson  Air  Force  Base/Colorado  Springs,  Colorado; 
Kirtland  Air  Force  Base/Albuquerque,  New  Mexico;  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base/ 

Great  Falls,  Montana). 

Your  draft  has  been  reviewed  with  specific  consideration  for  the  area  of 
responsibility  assigned  to  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
(HUD).  Since  this  proposal  discusses  sites  wlr'ch  are  within  two  HUD 
geographic  regions,  Denver  and  Fort  Worth,  it  has  been  agreed  by  each  to 
comment  separately  on  the  sites  in  their  respective  regions.  The  review 
considered  the  proposal's  compatibility  with  local  and  regional  comprehensive 
planning  and  impacts  on  urbanized  areas.  Within  the  area  of  indirect  effects, 
we  find  this  statement  incomplete. 

The  EIS  addresses  the  direct  impact  of  the  proposed  2,000  new  jobs  on  the 
selected  community.  However,  there  would  be  two  to  seven  additional  supporting 
jobs  for  each  new  job  created  because  of  the  CSOC.  This  would  mean  a  population 
increase  due  to  this  project  of  between  15,000  and  35,000  persons,  rather  than 
the  b,100  you  have  estimated.  This  larger  population  should  be  taken  into 
account  in  this  EIS.  Comments  should  also  be  made  in  relationship  to 
Section  176(c)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  this  larger  population  projection. 
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There  appears  to  be  an  adverse  impact  on  the  community  of  Great  Falls, 
Montana  because  of  the  Air  Forces'  intention  in  the  next  several  years 
to  curtail  other  military  activities  not  related  to  this  project.  If 
the  CSOC  were  to  be  located  at  the  Malmstrom  Air  Force  facility  and  be 
coordinated  with  these  intended  curtailments,  the  cumulative  impact 
on  Great  Falls  of  all  proposed  activities  could  be  minimized.  The 
ultimai_e  site  selection  should  be  made  considering  this  as  a  possible 
alternative. 

There  also  appears  to  be  a  cumulative  indirect  impact  on  the 
Colorado  Springs  Area.  Since  both  the  Air  Force  and  the  Army  are  under 
the  Department  of  Defense,  the  secondary  impact  of  enlarging  Fort  Carson 
should  be  discussed  in  relationship  to  the  CSOC. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  contact 
Mr.  Carroll  F.  Goodwin,  Area  Environmental  Officer,  at  FTS  327-3102 
here  in  Denver. 


Sincerely, 


Director 

Program  Planning  and  Evaluation 


II 1-4 


HI  GH  IN  VI 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

FORT  WORTH  REGIONAL  OFFICE 
221  WEST  LANCASTER  AVENUE 
P  O  BOX  2906 

FORT  WORTH,  TEXAS  76113 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 


December  5,  1980 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF/MIQ) 

Washington,  D.  C.  20330 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Consolidated  Space 
Operations  Center  proposed  for  Peterson  Air  Force  Base  in  Colorado 
Springs,  Colorado, with  alternate  locations  of  Kirtland  Air  Force 
Base  in  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico, and  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base  in 
Great  Falls,  Montana,  has  been  reviewed  in  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development's  Dallas  Area  Office  and  Fort  Worth  Regional 
Office  and  the  following  comments  are  applicable. 

1.  Cross-Reference  to  Incoming  Inquiry. 

The  proposed  action  is  to  locate  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations 
Center  in  the  Peterson  Air  Force  Base/Colorado  Springs  area.  The 
satellite  control  element  of  CSOC  will  perform  communications, 
command  and  control  service  functions  for  orbiting  spacecraft. 

The  shuttle  element  of  CSOC  will  conduct  Department  of  Defense 
shuttle  flight  planning,  readiness  and  control  functions.  The 
CSOC  facility  will  require  a  new  technical  facility  totalling 
about  370,000  square  feet,  support  facilities  of  100,000  square 
feet,  an  antenna  field,  and  will  have  a  labor  force  of  about  2,000 
persons  with  dependents  for  a  total  population  of  6,100  persons. 

2.  HUD's  Comment  on  the  Statement. 

a.  The  EIS  favors  the  selection  of  the  Peterson  Air  Force  Base 
at  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado,  as  the  site  for  the  CSOC  and 
it  appears  that  this  decision  was  made  due  to  operational 
advantages  of  being  in  the  Space  Defense  Operation  Center 
and  not  on  environmental  reasons.  The  negative  aspects  of 
the  two  operations  sharing  support  task  should  be  discussed 
in  the  EIS  as  well  as  the  positive  aspects. 

b.  The  EIS  as  written  does  not  convince  a  reader  that  the  Colorado 
site  is  more  environmentally  desirable. 

c.  Positive  aspects  for  the  Albuquerque  site  are  as  follows: 

(1)  It  will  not  promote  strip  commercial  development. 
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(2)  It  does  not  reduce  the  amount  of  land  for  agricultural 
uses  such  as  livestock  grazing. 

(3)  It  does  not  require  any  screening  from  public  view. 

(4)  Existing  buildings  may  be  rehabilitated  for  use  which 
should  reduce  total  project's  cost.  It  also  appears  that 
less  site  development  costs  would  be  involved  in  streets 
and  utilities. 

(5)  Lesser  impact  upon  local  school  system. 

(6)  More  military  housing  available. 

(7)  Less  air  pollution  from  traffic  generated  by  staff  and 
employees . 

(8)  Public  transportation  is  available,  however,  the  EIS  does 
not  inform  us  of  this  fact. 


d.  The  EIS  should  provide  a  discussion  on  noise  for  diesel  powered 
generators  required  at  each  site,  for  increase  in  traffic  to  be 
generated  by  employees  and  dependents,  and  for  other  noise  sources. 
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e.  The  EIS  should  discuss  wastewater  requirements  for  each  location 
and  include  the  fact  that  EPA  has  made  grants  with  a  total  of 
$19,000,000  for  the  expansion  of  Albuquerque's  wastewater  treat¬ 
ment  plant. 
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f.  Also  as  a  matter  of  information,  HUD  and  the  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Agency  have  awarded  an  Urban  Development  Action  Grant  to 
the  City  of  Albuquerque.  This  grant  includes  the  installation 
of  enlarged  sewers  for  an  industrial  area  which  is  located 
immediately  to  the  western  boundary  of  the  Kirtland  and 
Municipal  Airport. 
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3.  HUD's  Comment  on  the  Proposal. 

HUD  recommends  that  the  site  be  selected  on  the  basis  of  minimum 
adverse  environmental  impacts  due  to  noise,  increased  water  require¬ 
ments,  increased  wastewater  treatment,  additional  school  enrollments, 
air  quality ,  increased  traffic,  demands  on  recreational  areas, 
relocation,  etc. 

We  understand  that  our  Denver  Office  has  sent  you  comments  on  the 

Colorado  Springs  site  and  the  Great  Falls  site. 

Sincerely, 

J )  A\  :  f  ■  /  /  <  "■  ■/ 

Warren  K.  McLaury  ,  / 

Acting  Environmental  Clearance  Officer 


l 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

HEADQUARTERS  1606TH  AIR  BASE  WING  (MAC) 
KIRTLAND  AIR  FORCE  BASE,  NEW  MEXICO  87117 


9  ui.U  iHBQ 


Carlos  Stern,  Ph.D. 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Air  Force 
Pentagon,  Washington,  D.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr,  Stern: 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center 
has  been  reviewed  for  technical  aspects  and  environmental  impacts  that  effect 
Kirtland  Air  Force  Base.  Since  we  are  not  familiar  with  the  situation  at 
Colorado  Springs/Peterson  Air  Force  Base,  or  Great  Fal ls/Malmstrom  Air  Force 
Base,  we  have  concentrated  our  technical  review  primarily  on  the  portions  of 
the  statement  that  address  the  Albuquerque/Kirtland  Air  Force  Base  area. 
Attached  are  our  comments  for  your  consideration. 


Sincere. 


, '  ARD,'  Colonel,  U  A  F 


1  Atch 
Comments 

Cy  to:  HQ  MAC/DEE 
HQ  SD/DEV 
AFRCE/CR-ROV 
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Technical  Conments  for  Specific  Reference  Paragraphs: 


(1)  Page  1 1-4,  Table  2,  Utilities  -  Albuquerque. 

Wastewater  Treatment  -  On-site  treatment  plant  to  be  constructed. 

See  page  III-37,  III. B. 5. 2  Wastewater  Treatment  Facilities.  No  wastewater 
treatment  facilities  are  contemplated.  Only  a  limited  treatment  facility  would  n 
be  constructed  at  the  antenna  complex  if  it  were  manned  for  twenty-four  hours 
and  then  at  a  much  reduced  scope. 

(2)  Page  1 1-5,  Table  2,  Archaeological/Historical  Resources  - 
A1  buguerque. 

Several  historical  sites  in  close  proximity  to  antenna  field.  Site  #4  is  close 
to  proposed  access  road  to  CSOC  antenna  field. 

The  location  of  Site  #4  is  an  old  1904-1917  building  foundation  and  does  not 
restrict  the  location  of  CSOC  antenna  complex.  Measures  can  be  taken  to 
protect  these  sites  such  as  fencing  or  the  physical  layout  of  the  complex  and 
thus  eliminate  any  disturbance  or  impact  on  the  sites.  The  road  mentioned  is  12 
a  dirt  road,  Kirtland  is  the  only  Base  that  performed  an  archaeological  survey 
in  1979  and  the  survey  encompassed  the  entire  area  where  CSOC  facilities  and  the 
complex  would  be  located. 

(3)  Page  1 1-6 ,  Table  2,  Construction  -  Albuquerque. 

Utilities:  On-Base  trenching  for  underground  utilities  including  12,800*  of 
trench  for  fiberoptics  or  co-axial  cable. 

The  distance  from  the  built-up  area  could  be  less,  depending  upon  alignment.  I* 
See  page  III -23 ,  Facility  Site  Plan. 

(4)  Page  11-11,  Paragraph  II.C.l,  .'litigation  Measures  -  All  Locations. 

1.  Incorporating  instructions  in  the  grading  plans  as  to  the  procedure  to  be 
used  in  the  event  an  archaeological/historical  find  is  made.  Such  instructions 
should  require  notification  of  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer. 

An  archaeological  survey  must  be  performed  in  accordance  with  Executive  Order  I 
11593  at  the  site  prior  to  undertaking  any  major  federal  action.  M* 
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(5)  Page  11-11,  Paragraph  II. C. 3,  Mitigation  Measures  -  Kirtland 
AFB/A1 buquerque  Location. 

1.  Encourage  the  use  of  Eubank  Gate  by  CSOC  employees. 

CSOC  personnel  would  use  the  five  gates  to  enter  Kirtland  based  on  where  they 
reside  in  the  City  and  not  solely  because  they  are  CSOC  personnel. 

2.  To  extent  feasible,  route  all  access  roads  and  other  CSOC  structures  away 
from  already  identified  archaeological  sites,  particularly  Site  No.  4. 

Measures  can  be  taken  to  protect  these  sites  such  as  fencing  or  the  physical 
layout  of  the  antenna  complex  and  thus  eliminate  any  disturbance  or  impact  on 
the  sites. 

3.  Encourage  delivery  of  construction  equipment/materials  outside  peak  am  and 
pm  hours  at  the  Base. 

This  mitigation  measure  is  unrealistic.  An  example  is  concrete  work  which  must 
be  done  during  normal  contractor  working  hours  and  during  daylight. 

(6)  Page  1 1 1 -3  0 ,  Paragraph  III.B.3,  Existing  Traffic  Environment. 


The  Albuquerque  public  bus  system  provides  service  throughout  the  City.  The 
Albuquerque  bus  system,  in  addition,  serves  Kirtland  and  the  main  built-up 
portion  of  the  Base.  In  conjunction  with  this  system,  the  Base  has  a  shuttle 
bus  system  that  complements  the  public  system  on  Base  throughout  the  main  built- 
up  portion  of  the  Base  and  could  be  expanded  based  upon  demand. 
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(7)  Page  1 1 1-3 7 ,  Paragraph  III. B. 5. 2,  Wastewater  Treatment  Facilities. 


All  sewage  systems  on  Base  are  in  compliance  with  National  Pollution  Discharge 
Elimination  System  Requirements  imposed  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
(Last  paragraph  -  last  sentence) 


Kirtland's  wastewater  treatment  systems  are  in  compliance  with  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  and  no  NPDES  permit  is  necessary.  The  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  cancelled  the  requirement  for  the  permit  on  12  May  1978. 
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(3)  Page  III-43,  Paragraph  III. B. 9. 2.1,  Military  Housing. 


There  is  immediate  housing  available  for  all  ranks  on  Kirtland.  The  proposed 
mobile  home  facility  planned  is  for  a  Fam  Camp  Facility  and  not  a  resident 
trailer  park. 
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(9)  Page  IV-14,  Paragraph  IV. A. 3. 2. 2,  Kirtland  AFB/A1 buquerque 
Location.  " 


Wastewater  treatment  would  be  handled  in  the  same  manner  at  the  CSOC  facility 
as  described  for  the  Peterson  AFB/Colorado  Springs  location. 


This  is  not  so.  The  wastewater  treatment  at  Kirtland  will  include  rehabilitating 
an  existing  Imhoff  treatment  facility.  See  page  1 1 1-37 ,  Paragraph  III. B. 5. 2 
and  our  comments  f?(l  )  and  #(7). 


19 


3 


1 1 1-9 


(10)  Page  IV-16,  Paragraph  IV .A. 4,  Impact  on  Archaeological/Historical 

Resources . 

Measures  can  be  taken  to  protect  these  sites  such  as  fencing  or  the  physical 
layout  of  the  antenna  complex  and  thus  eliminate  any  disturbance  or  impact  on 
the  site.  The  New  Mexico  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  has  already  been 
notified  of  our  sites  and  has  been  requested  to  visit  Kirtland  this  year  for 
an  on  site  review. 

(11)  Page  IV-17,  Paragraph  IV .A. 5,  Short-Term  Construction  Impacts. 

If  a  significant  number  of  construction  workers  are  brought  in  from  outside  the 
area,  the  prime  contractor  would  be  responsible  for  providing  temporary  housing 
at  the  CSOC  site.  Mobile  units  (trailers)  would  be  used  for  sleeping  quarters 
and  food  preparation/serving  facilities. 

No  temporary  quarters  would  be  established  at  CSOC  construction  site  since  the 
Base  is  adjacent  to  the  City  of  Albuquerque. 

(12)  Page  IV-19,  Paragraph  IV. A. 5. 2,  Kirtland  AFB/A1 buquerque  Location. 

2.  Grading  for  antenna  pads,  sewage  lagoons,  and  perimeter  patrol  road. 

The  sewage  lagoons  should  not  be  included  for  grading  since  an  existing  Imhoff 
treatment  facility  will  be  rehabilitated. 

3(b).  Trenching  for  2.5  miles  of  water  line  from  Manzano  Area  to  Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 


See  Page  IV-13,  Paragraph  IV. A. 3. 1.2.  The  antenna  field  requires  only  a  small 
amount  of  water  which  can  be  provided  by  a  500  gallon  storage  tank.  An  alternative 
to  the  storage  tank  is  to  extend  the  water  lines  2.5  miles  from  the  Manzano  area 
to  the  antenna  field,  a  distance  of  2.5  miles. 

(13)  Comments  from  Mr  Parker,  Sandia  Laboratories. 

One  concern  is  that  the  1000  feet  clearance  distance  (Pg.  IV-42)  may  be  too  small 
to  insure  that  LCD's  in  aircraft  will  not  be  prematured.  In  some  cases,  aircraft 
do  not  provide  any  shielding  to  EED's.  This  conclusion  should  result  in  the  same 
criteria  used  for  "Exposed  EED's  on  the  ground".  Hence,  for  both  the  S-Band 
and  DLT  systems,  the  lOtnw/cm?  1  evel  on  pg.  IV- 26  for  aircraft  in-flight  should  be 
lowered  to  1.34  and  1.46mw/cn<-  respectively.  In  addition,  it  is  suspected  that 
these  systems  may  use  Pulse  Coded  Modulation  (PCM).  If  so,  thermal  stacking 
factors  during  tightly  grouped  pulse  trains  may  enhance  temperatures  by  large 
factors  over  those  predicted  by  average  power.  The  combination  of  these  two 
factors  could  increase  distances  by  a  factor  of  10  (from  500  feet  to  5000  feet). 

The  graph  in  A- 9  has  not  been  changed  to  reflect  the  correct  S-Band  distance 
of  473  feet  shown  in  TABLE  35. 
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susjkt  Proposed  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  (CSOC)  Draft 
|  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 

10  SAF/MIQ  (Dr  Carlos  Stern) 
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Environmental 


1.  We  have  reviewed  the  DEIS  for  the  proposed  CSOC  and  the  following  comments 
are  provided. 


I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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2.  Vehicular  Traffic.  The  DEIS  singles  out  Colorado  Springs  because  traffic 
would  he  concentrated  at  the  sole  access  roads  (Highway  94  and  Enoch  Road) 
(page  i) .  We  argue  that  this  traffic  impact  deserves  being  highlighted  no 
more  than  that  at  the  Albuquerque  site. 


a.  In  Albuquerque,  CSOC  traffic  would  likely  use  the  Wyoming  and  Gibson 
gates  to  Kirtland  AFB  (Sec  1 1  I . B . 3 ) .  This  would  increase  peak  hour  traffic 
flow  at  these  two  gates  by  at  least  6.0%  and  as  much  as  8.8%  (Table  24). 

These  same  two  gates  carry  more  than  one-half  the  24  hours  traffic  volume  at 
the  base.  CSOC  traffic  on  Kirtland  AFB  would  use  Pennsylvania  Avenue  as  the 
sole  access  (for  4.5  miles)  to  the  CSOC  building  complex  (Sec  TV. A. 1.3),  Fig 
6,  7,  and  9).  The  same  problems  anticipated  on  Highway  94  and  Enoch  Road  in 
Colorado  Springs  should  be  anticipated  on  Pennsylvania  Avenue  where  traffic 
is  already  "relatively  slow"  with  "moderate  congestion.”  Furthermore,  it 
should  be  expected  that  the  outbound  traffic  will  be  heavily  congested  by  the 
time  it  reaches  the  Wyoming  and  Gibson  gates. 

b.  Locating  the  CSOC  at  Malmstrom  AFB  will  double  peak  hour  traffic  by 
the  2nd  Avenue  gate  (Sec  IV. A. 1.4.1).  It  would  increase  peak  hour  traffic 
flow  by  two  and  one-half  times  on  US  Highway  87/89  if  Option  B  were  used 
(Sec  IV. A. 1.4. 2). 
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3.  Air  Quality.  The  summary  indicates  that  air  quality  would  be  degraded 
in  Colorado  Springs  and  Albuquerque  equally  and  at  Malmstrom  AFB  to  a  greater 
degree  (page  i) . 


! 

! 
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a.  1  he  statistics  used  for  Colorado  Springs  in  Tables  4  and  6  are  from 
L474.  Comparable  statistics  for  Albuquerque  in  Table  14  are  more  current 
and  include  contaminants  not  reported  for  Colorado  Springs.  This  could  lead 
to  a  charge  that  Colorado  Springs’  air  quality  has  not  been  studied  adequately. 
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b.  Both  Colorado  Springs  and  Albuquerque  have  failed  to  meet  federal 
standards  for  carbon  monoxide,  suspended  particulates  and  photochemical 
oxidants  (ozone)  (Sec  III. A. 4  and  III.B.4).  However,  the  ozone  standard 
has  been  revised,  and  Colorado  Springs  will  be  in  compliance. 


c.  Where  comparable  1977  data  is  available,  hydrocarbon  emissions 
totalled  26,511  in  Colorado  Springs  and  34,753  in  Albuquerque  (Tables  7  and 
14).  Again,  where  comparable  data  exists,  Colorado  Springs  was  in  violation 
of  the  federal  8  hour  carbon  monoxide  standard  once  in  1977  and  seven  times 
in  1978  (Sec  I  II. A. 4);  Albuquerque  was  in  violation  57  times  in  1977  and  15 


[ 
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Limes  in  1978  (Table  15).  The  air  quality  environment  for  Albuquerque  is 
described  in  more  negative  Language  than  that  used  for  Colorado  Springs 
(Sec  1I1.B.3  and  ilI.B.4).  The  Albuquerque  problem  is  aggravated  by  the 
surrounding  topography  —  it  is  located  in  a  basin  —  where  pollution  tends 
to  stay. 

d.  The  CSOC  project  would  have  a  relatively  greater  negative  impact  on 
the  air  quality  of  Colorado  Springs  (emissions  increased  .2%)  than  on 
Albuquerque  (up  .14%)  (Table  2).  However,  Albuquerque's  air  is  worse  to 
begin  with  and  any  worsening  would  push  it  closer  to  the  danger  level. 
Furthermore,  locating  the  CSOC  in  Albuquerque  would  bring  new  employees 
and  their  vehicles  into  an  already  densely  occupied  area  (Kirtland  AFB) . 

In  Colorado  Springs,  the  CSOC  would  be  located  some  ten  miles  from  densely 
inhabited  areas. 


e.  The  statement  on  page  111-18,  para  III. A. 8  that  "Large  diurnal  (daily) 
temperature  variations"  exist  for  Colorado  Springs  is  not  substantiated  by 
the  data  on  page  111-40.  No  mention  is  made  of  Colorado  Springs'  large  number 
of  clear  days  like  it  is  in  the  Albuquerque  meteorology  section.  Colorado 
Springs,  in  fact,  has  more  than  one-third  clear  days  and  when  combined  with 
partly  cloudy  days  it  equals  250  days  per  year  on  the  mean  for  about  75% 
sunshine.  The  statement  that  "several  times  per  year  local  roads  will  be 
impassable  due  to  snow"  is  also  questionable. 
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4.  Visual  Impact.  The  CSOC  buildings  and  antennas  would  be  visible  from 
public  highways  in  Colorado  Springs  and  Great  Falls  (page  ii) .  The  facility 
would  not  be  visible  in  Albuquerque  from  public  areas  (Table  2  and  Sec  IV. 

A. 6).  While  we  have  no  ground  to  question  the  latter  conclusion,  we  r ate 
that  the  DEIS  does  not  contain  photographs  of  the  Albuquerque  site  as  it 
does  of  the  other  two  (Figures  17  and  19).  We  believe  photographs  of  the 
Kirtland  site  should  be  included  to  illustrate  the  point  that  antennas 
remoted  to  the  top  of  the  mesa  at  Kirtland  will  be  highly  and  publicly 
visible  —  particularly  from  the  "Future  Tijeras  Arroyo  Corridor"  as  listed 
on  pages  I T  L— 30  and  111-32  for  Albuquerque.  Even  though  they  may  be  visible 
from  public  areas,  the  CSOC  sites  at  Colorado  Springs  and  Malmstrom  AFB 
Option  B  havt  the  advantage  of  being  built  from  the  ground  up.  This 
allows  the  buildings  and  landscaping  to  be  specially  designed  to  be  aestheti¬ 
cally  pleasing.  Ibis  advantage  is  not  available  at  the  Albuquerque  site 
where  six  existing  buildings  will  be  used  in  addition  to  two  new  facilities, 
it  can  be  argued  that  such  a  clutter  of  eight  buildings  will  be  less  appeal¬ 
ing  visually  than  the  two  or  three  modern  facilities  at  Colorado  Springs. 
Finally,  we  question  the  premise  implied  by  the  DEIS'  conclusion  that  a 
visual  intrusion  on  an  Air  Force  installation  is  acceptable  but  the  same 
intrusion  in  the  civilian  community  is  unacceptable.  Blight  is  blight 
even  when  hidden  in  a  military  installation. 


5.  Growth  Patterns.  The  fact  that  the  CSOC  in  Colorado  Springs  would  be 
outside  the  planned  and  desired  growth  pattern  is  desirable  for  security 
as  well  as  economic  reasons.  Perhaps  it  can  be  argued  that  the  rapid  growth 
forecast  over  the  next  twenty  years  for  Colorado  Springs  will  be  an  eastward 
growth  since  expansion  is  restricted  on  the  north  by  the  Air  Force  Academy, 
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on  I  he  wt's  L  hy  the  front  range  am'  on  the  south  by  Fort  Carson. 


b.  Electromagnetic  Radiation.  The  alleged  danger  of  electromagnetic  radia¬ 
tion  was  the  basis  of  the  environmental  lawsuits  which  were  filed  against  the 
Air  Force  to  halt  the  PAVE  PAWS  sites  at  Otis  AFB,  Massachusetts  and  Beale 
AFB,  California.  Neither  case  went  to  trial,  mainly  because  the  groups 
bringing  the  suits  did  not  have  the  money  to  see  much  of  an  effort  through. 
The  issue  is  not  settled,  but  it  may  be  dead. 

a.  The  present  Maximum  Permissible  Exposure  Level  (MPEL)  which  is  con¬ 

sidered  safe  in  the  US  for  persons  exposed  as  part  of  their  jobs  is  10 
mw/cm2  (Sec  IV. A. 7.1)  This  standard  has  been  under  review  for  some  time 

and  could  likely  be  lowered  to  1  mw/cm2.  The  stated  occupational  standard 
in  the  Soviet  Union  is  .01  mw/cm2.  The  strictest  stated  standard  is  the 
Soviet  one  for  nonoccupnt ional  exposure  of  .001  mw/cm2.  It  is  open  to  ques¬ 
tion  whether  the  USSR  actually  enforces  these  standards,  but  most  of  the 
research  in  the  field  is  from  Russia  and  Poland. 

b.  Of  all  the  standards  cited  above,  the  only  one  exceeded  by  the  pro¬ 
posed  CSOC  antenna  field  is  the  Soviet  nonoccupational  one  of  .001  mw/cm2. 

(J)  The  DLT-NE  and  Dl.T-E  will  emit  .0012  mw/cm2  at  a  distance  of 
1,600  feet;  the  S-band  will  emit  .0027  mw/cm2  at  700  feet  (Table  31). 

(2)  The  maximum  cumulative  ground  level  power  density  at  Colorado 
Springs  would  be  .0034  mw/cm2  at  the  antenna  field  fenceline.  It  drops  off 
beyond  that  (TabLe  32).  At  Albuquerque,  the  maximum  fenceline  density  would 
be  .00089  mw/cm2  (Table  36) .  At  points  beyond  the  fenceline,  the  level 
increases  due  to  increased  elevation. 

(3)  At  selected  locations  beyond  the  Colorado  Springs  site  fence- 
line  where  the  public  is  likely  to  be,  the  maximum  calculated  levels  are 
.00058  mw/cm2  at  the  Benedict  Ranch  (5,200  feet  from  the  antennas)  and 
.00028  mw/cm2  on  Highway  94  (7,000  feet  from  the  antennas)  (Table  33).  Both 
meet  ail  standards.  At  Albuquerque,  due  to  rising  elevations,  power  density 
would  reach  a  level  of  .0023  mw/cm2  at  a  distance  of  4,900  feet  and  .045 
mw/cm2  at  a  distance  of  6,100  feet  (Table  36).  Both  locations  are  within  the 

.mdari  e.s  of  Kirtland  AFB.  At  Malmstrom  AFB,  a  level  of  .0013  mw/cm2  has 
been  calculated  at  the  Base  Riding  Stable  and  Cun  Club  at  a  distance  of 
3., 480  feet  from  the  antennas  (Table  37). 

(4)  The  density  level  on  CSOC  building  rooftops  at  Colorado 
Springs  has  been  calculated  at  a  high  of  .026  mw/cm2  on  a  building  2,200 
feet  I rom  the  antenna  field  (Table  34).  Even  though  the  Albuquerque  site 
would  use  existing  buildings,  no  rooftop  levels  have  been  calculated  (Sec 
IV. A. 7. 4. 1) . 

c.  The  danger  of  electromagnetic  reaction  to  electro-explosive  devices 
(EEL))  is  not  cited  as  prevailing  at  any  one  of  the  three  sites.  At  each 
site,  aircraft  will  be  kept  at  Least  1,000  feet  from  the  antenna  field. 
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It  should  be  noted  that  the  Albuquerque  and  Maimstrom  AFB  sites  are  located 
on  Air  Force  Bases  with  active  runways  while  Colorado  Springs  is  not. 

7 .  Socio-Economic  Factors . 

a.  In  our  opinion,  the  presence  of  several  known  historical  sites  in 

close  proximity  to  the  Albuquerque  antenna  field  is  of  sufficient  merit  to 
be  highlighted  (Sec  III.B.6  and  IV. A. 4).  This  could  lead  to  interruptions 
of  project  development.  If  selection  of  the  Albuquerque  site  were  announced, 
interested  historical  and  anthropological  groups  could  likely  demand  that 
no  work  begin  until  they  have  had  a  chance  to  explore  for  and  develop 
potential  archaeological  sites.  If  dwelling  sites  were  uncovered,  work  34 

on  the  antenna  field  could  be  further  delayed  or  threatened  totally. 

Considerable  public  interest  should  be  expected  as  the  antenna  field 

borders  the  Isleta  Reservation  (Fig  6) . 

b.  The  1980  overcapacity  in  the  school  system  at  Colorado  Springs  of 
12,017  (Table  39),  is  greater  than  that  predicted  in  1985  for  Albuquerque  of 

6,961  (Table  40).  Therefore,  the  Colorado  Springs  school  system  should  be  35 

in  a  better  position  to  absorb  the  2,160  additional  pupils  brought  by  CSOC 
(Table  38) .  Locating  CSOC  in  Great  Falls  would  overburden  the  school  system 
(Table  42) . 

c.  The  present  vacancy  rates  for  rental  homes  and  apartments  is  higher 
in  Colorado  Springs  (7.75%)  than  Albuquerque  (4.2%),  although  both  are  lower 
than  Great  Falls  (10.0%).  However,  the  total  number  of  vacant  family  living 

units  in  Great  Falls  projected  for  1985  (2,722)  is  lower  than  Colorado  Springs  3$ 
(3,634)  or  Albuquerque  (3,459)  (Table  44).  By  all  these  standards,  the 
Colorado  Springs  housing  market  should  be  in  a  better  position  to  accommodate 
the  CSOC  families.  The  large  number  of  military  family  units  at  Kirtland 
AFB  and  Maimstrom  AFB  is  of  limited  value  as  most  of  the  CSOC  personnel  will 
be  contractor  and  civilian  employees  (1,524)  rather  than  military  (318)  (Table 
1). 

d.  The  overall  cost  of  living  index  in  Colorado  Springs  (94.5)  and 
Great  Falls  (94.9)  is  substantially  lower  than  that  of  Albuquerque  (105.9). 

Tiie  differences  in  cost  indexes  for  utility  services  is  even  more  marked: 

Colorado  Springs  -  bi.3,  Great  Falls  -  66.3,  and  Albuquerque  -  114.7  (Table 
12).  Also  for  an  equitable  treatment  of  economic  factors  (para  III. B. 9. 4, 
page  111-46) ,  a  statement  should  be  added  —  like  that  in  the  Colorado  Springs 
section  —  that  the  cost  of  living  index  is  expected  to  increase  as  new 
industry  locates  in  Albuquerque. 

e.  The  word  "affordable"  is  used  to  describe  Colorado  Springs  housing, 
but  not  used  in  connection  with  the  other  two  locations.  This  gives  the 
impression  that  Colorado  Springs  is  probably  more  expensive  although  Table 
12  on  page  111-25  clearly  shows  Albuquerque  to  have  the  highest  cost  of 
living  index  (11.4  higher  than  the  other  two  sites).  As  in  other  instances 
noted  above,  the  wording  tends  to  make  Albuquerque  look  better  when,  in 
fact,  it  is  worse. 
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8.  Additional  comments  for  accuracy /clarity : 


a.  The  terms  "SOC"  and  "SOPC"  used  on  page  1-1  are  no  longer  current.  j 

Respectively,  the  correct  terms  are  Satellite  Control  Element  (SCE)  and  Space  1 39 

Shuttle  Control  Element  (SSCE) . 

b.  Page  11-1,  paragraph  II. A,  second  paragraph  should  not  refer  to 
the  North  American  Air  Defense  Command,  but  the  Aerospace  Defense  Command 
should  be  used.  The  SPADOC  supports  an  ADCOM  specified  command  mission  in 
support  of  NORAD.  NORAD,  itself,  does  not  have  a  space  defense  mission. 

c.  The  personnel  figures  contained  on  page  II-l,  paragraph  II. A,  fourth 

paragraph  and  Table  I  should  be  described  as  "soft  numbers."  Based  on  SAF  91 

guidance  of  6  Nov  80,  the  civilian-military  mix  is  not  firm. 

d.  Note  that  the  overall  conclusion  stated  on  page  iii  states  that  I 

each  proposed  CSOC  site  is  favorable;  however,  the  body  of  the  report  tends  I  42 
to  be  biased  towards  the  Albuquerque  site.  • 


e.  Paragraph  IV.B.l,  page  IV-56,  should  be  amended  to  include  reference 
to  the  19  Feb  80  letter  from  the  Chairman  of  the  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council 
of  Governments  which  fully  endorses  the  siting  of  the  CSOC  in  El  Paso 
County . 
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f.  Paragraph  I  of  page  III-7  should  be  deleted.  Coal  mining  operations 
and  the  need  for  coal  trucks  to  cover  their  loads  is  not  relevant  to  CSOC 
operations.  The  mining  and  transport  of  coal  in  the  region  has  nothing  to 
do  with  CSOC  operations. 


WILLIAM  R  KENT  ,.jn«L  USAF 
Ass:  OCS/Plans.  Policy.  Programs 
-and  Roqui'ements 
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Department  of  Energy 
Albuquerque  Operations 
Sandia  Area  Office 
P.O.  Box  5400 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87115 

K Cl  5  *80 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF/MIQ) 

Washington,  D.  C.  20330 

Dear  Genetlemen: 

Enclosed  are  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS), 
on  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center's  possible  location  on  Kirtland 
Air  Force  Base,  from  Sandia  National  Laboratories  and  the  U.  S.  Department  of 
Energy's  Albuquerque  Operations  Office.  Sandia  National  Laboratories  and  DOE 
are  both  tenants  on  Kirtland  Air  Force  Base. 


Enclosures : 

Yemo,  Barncord/Cordova,  dtd.  12/11/80 
Yemo,  Hoeder/Cordova,  dtd.  ll/lU/80 


DOE  f  1325  8 
17-79) 


U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

«**■  '-nv  %  memorandum 

RtPIV  TO 

ATTN  OF  WOH : ARC 

subject  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  a  Consolidated  Space  Operations 
Center  (CSOC) ,  Kirtland  AFB 

T0  G.  E.  Co-’cva,  Area  Manager,  SAO 


We  have  .-'-owed  subject  Statement  per  your  request  of  November  10,  1980, 
and  offer  cne  following  comments:  _ 

Personnel  from  SNLA  extensively  travel  the  Coyote  Springs  Road.  We 
note  that  the  antenna  field  would  be  constructed  adjacent  to  Coyote 
Springs  Road  should  Kirtland  AFB  become  the  selected  site  for  CSOC. 

Some  discussion  should  be  included  in  paragraph  IV. A. 1.3  on  possible 
travel  delays  resulting  from  CSOC  operations,  if  any.  fn  addition  45 

some  discussion  regarding  EMP  impacts  on  personnel  using  the  Coyote 
Springs  Road  should  be  addressed  in  paragraph  IV. A. 7. 4.  Specifically, 
would  the  power  densities  identified  in  Table  36  create  problems  for 
personnel  wearing  pacemakers. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  subject  Statement.  Should 
additional  clarification  be  required  in  reference  to  our  comments,  please 
contact  Mr.  Alex  Griego  at  846-1108. 


t  -0  >  vr  -  •  -  ^  V-^  • 

Jack  R\  Roedei*^  Director 
Operational  Safety  Divisio 


Albuquerque  Operations  Office 
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date 

to 

from 

SUbjPi't 


Sandia  National  Laboratories 


3U  >  ,  m 

G.  E.  Cordova,  Manager, 


Albuquerque.  New  Mexico  87185 


DOE/SAO  „ 


,  .  v 

(_  '  vX  '  'A  l 

C.  R.  Barncord, 


U^-CS^ 

Barncord,  3200 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  a  Consolidated  Space 
Operations  Center,  Kirtiand  Air  Force  Base  East 


Ref:  Memo,  G.  E.  Cordova  to  C.  R.  Barncord,  dtd  11/10/80,  same 

subject 


The  subject  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  has 
been  reviewed.  Operations  of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations 
Center  (CSOC)  are,  ostensibly,  compatible  with  those  of  Sandia 
National  Laboratories,  Albuquerque  (SNLA).  Unlike  KRZY ' s 
proposed  100  KW  broadcast-band  antennas  aimed  directly  into 
SNLA ' s  technical  area,  CSOC's  will  use  upward-pointing,  narrow 
beam  antennas  operating  at  less  disruptive  high  frequencies; 
thus,  the  problems  are  quite  different.  The  specific  com¬ 
ments  that  follow,  listed  under  the  various  areas  of  concern, 
relate  mainly  to  the  possible  effects  of  CSOC's  activities  on 
SNLA's  operations. 

Personnel  Hazards 

In  general,  CSOC's  operations  would  have  no  significant 
negative  impact  on  the  health  of  SNLA  employees.  The  calcu¬ 
lated  maximum  EMP  power  densities  generated  from  the  CSOC 
antenna  field  that  may  be  encountered  by  Sandia  employees  at 
ground  levels  are  less  than  the  current  and  proposed  more 
restrictive  health  standards.  Even  in  the  event  of  a  worst 
case  failure  mode,  the  health  standards  would  not  be  exceeded. 

The  slight  degradation  in  air  quality  resulting  from  increased 
commuter  automobile  traffic  entering  and  leaving  KAFB  would  be 
mitigated  by  SNLA's  carpool  coordination  program.  The  addition 
of  CSOC  personnel  in  the  general  location  of  Technical  Areas 
III  and  V  would  broaden  that  general  area's  "rider  base"  thereby 
producing  a  new  source  of  possible  matches  for  forming  new  car- 
pools,  thus  minimizing  air  pollution,  traffic  congestion,  and 
gasoline  consumption. 
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G.  E.  Cordova 
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Electroexplosive  Devices  (EED )  In  1 1 i a t i o n 


An  EED  initiation  associated  with  ground  level  installations  is 
highly  unlikely.  The  DEIS  deals  in  average  power  transmission 
levels.  EED  initiation  is  dependent  on  peak  power  pulses  or 
pulse  trains.  It.  is  reasonable  to  assume,  however,  that  there 
may  be  peak  pulses  in  excess  of  average  power  transmission 
levels.  The  accumulative  effect  of  these  peak  pulses  could 
result  in  thermal  stacking  factors  which  effectively  raise  the 
bounding  estimates  relative  to  EEDs.  However,  it  is  felt  that 
the  adjusted  level  would  be  less  than  the  l^mw/cm^  level 
required  to  initiate  EEDs.  No  problem,  therefore,  is  foreseen 
in  this  area. 


RF  Interference 


No  immediate  interference  problems  are  identified  with  the 
listed  CSOC  frequency  allocations.  Sandia  operates  at  about  30 
frequencies  in  the  general  frequency  region  of  interest  (1-30 
GHZ) .  In  the  event  of  future  frequency  expansions  by  either 
Sandia  or  CSOC,  the  environmental  impacts  would  be  reevaluated 
at  that  time. 
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General 

According  to  subject  document,  KAFB  stops  just  east  of  the 
Manzano  Area  (Figure  6,  p  III-27),  and  does  not  include  the 
Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Lana  Management  withdrawal  areas 
to  the  east.  These  withdrawal  areas  are  parts  of  KAFB  and 
include  some  important  facilities.  The  analysis  included  in 
this  response  covers  facilities  located  in  these  areas.  No 
problem  is  foreseen  in  these  areas  or  in  any  other  areas  of  con¬ 
cern  discussed  in  the  DEIS. 
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UNITED  ST  ATES  ENVIRONMEN  T  AL  PROTEC  TION  AGENCY 

REGION  VIII 
I860  LINCOLN  STREET 

DEC  3  !'  jqflfj  DENVER.  COLORADO  80295 

Ref:  3W-EE 


Mr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force  (SAF/MIQ) 
Pentagon 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 
Dear  Mr.  Stern: 


The  Region  VIII  and  Region  VI  offices  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  have  completed  a  review  of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center 
(CSOC)  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  and  offer  the  following 
comments  for  your  consideration. 


Generally,  the  environmental  impacts  are  clearly  presented  and 
discussed.  However,  a  determination  relative  to  Section  176(c)  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  will  have  to  be  made  for  at  least  the  preferred  Colorado  Springs 
site.  As  you  know,  Colorado  Springs  is  a  non-attainment  area  relative  to 
both  total  suspended  particulates  and  carbon  monoxide.  Section  176(c)  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act  requires  that  a  Federal  Agency  make  a  finding  that  a 
proposed  project  is  in  conformity  with  the  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP) 
prior  to  approving  the  proposed  action.  For  Colorado  Springs,  this  will 
involve  contacting  the  Pikes  Peak  Council  of  Governments  and  the  State  of 
Colorado,  Department  of  Health.  The  final  EIS  should  contain  the  Section 
176(c)  determination. 
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According  to  the  procedures  EPA  uses  to  rate  draft  EIS’s,  the  CSOC 
draft  EIS  will  be  listed  in  the  Federal  Register  as  LO-2.  This  means  that 
we  have  no  objections  to  the  project  as  proposed,  but  it  is  necessary  that 
the  requested  176(c)  determination  be  included  in  the  final  EIS.  If  you 
nave  any  questions  regarding  our  comments,  please  contact  Dennis  Sohocki  at 
FTS  327-4831. 


Sincerely  yours, 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

December  19,  1980 


SOUTHWEST  REGION 
p  o  sox  teas 

PORT  WORTH  TEXAS  76101 


IP  |1PL  Y 
R I  «.»  TO 


A  SW-5R9 

INFORMA TIQM:  Draft  FIS  -  Consolidated  Spare  Operations  Center 


Chief,  Airspace  and  Procedures  Branch,  ASW-580 

Lt.  Col.  William  M.  Whorton 
Air  Force  Representative,  ASW-900 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  FIS  for  the  subject  project  and  offer  the 
following  comments. 

The  area  of  the  proposed  CSOC  antenna  field  facility  at  Kirkland  AFR  is 
contained  within  the  military  reservation  property  at  approximately 
latitude  RhoRQ'OO",  longitude  106oR0'00"  with  the  highest  ground  elevation 
at  5,80 2  feet  AMSL. 

The  site  is  located  outside  the  airspace  utilized  for  instrument  anproach 
procedures  to  Albuquerque  InternationWAirport  and  beyond  the  airspace 
utilized  for  traffic  pattern  ODerations.  Therefore,  there  should  be  no 
adverse  effect  on  terminal  air  traffic  operations. 

The  site  underlies  Victor  Airways  IPS,  68N,  and  60S.  These  airways  have  a 
minimum  obstruction  clearance  altitude  (MOCA)  of  10,000  feet  AMSL. 

Assuming  that  anv  antenna  constructed  at  the  site  will  be  200  feet  AGL  or 
less,  the  maximum  height  to  be  protected  would  be  7,002  feet  AMSL 
(5,80 2  feet  AMSL  +  200  feet  AGL  =  6,802  feet  AMSL  +  1,000  feet  = 

7,002  feet  AMSL).  Aircraft  operating  in  this  area  would  be  expected  to 
remain  at  the  MOCA  or  higher  until  in  the  terminal  phase  of  their  flight. 
Therefore,  there  should  be  no  adverse  effect  on  en  route  air  traffic 
operations. 

We  are  not  cl°ar  on  how  it  is  proposed  to  restrict  air  traffic  from 
traversing  within  i,00u  feet  of  the  site,  if  the  proposal  is  to  restrict 
military  traffic,  it  is  feasible.  If  the  proposal  is  to  restrict  all 
traffic,  it  does  not  appear  feasible. 

WehaJie  attached  the  draft  FIS  as  you  requested. 


Ralph  Z.  Frick 


Attachment 


ARQ  ADO  (Attn:  Rill  Howard),  w/0  attachment 
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DATE 
IN  REPLY 

refer  to 

subject 

FROM 

TO 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 


DEC  1  2  IQRC  »OCKV  MOUNTAIN  MGION 

L/L  V  1  10455  EAST  J5TM  AVENUE 

Autc*A  c  oiorado  too  io 

ARM- 539 

ACTION:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS),  Consolidated 
Space  Operations  Center  TlEC  IB  I  3 

Chief,  Air  Traffic  Division,  ARM- 500 

Joseph  R.  Davis,  Major,  USAF 
Air  Force  Representative,  CE/GL/RM  FAA  Regions 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the 
proposed  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  (CSOC) .  The  Rocky  Mountain 
Region,  Air  Traffic  Division,  has  no  objections  to  the  subject  DEIS. 

However,  we  offer  the  following  comments  in  regards  to  the  Great  Falls, 
Montana,  and  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado,  site  for  your  consideration: 

Great  Fal Is,  Montana  Site 

Due  to  anticipated  electromagnetic  radiation,  which  could  detonate  certain 
explosive  devices,  the  establishment  of  a  prohibited  area  up  to  1  mile  in 
diameter  and  from  the  surface  to  2,500'  above  ground  level  appears  mandatory. 
This  area  may  be  reduced  based  upon  final  engineering  determinations. 

The  establishment  of  this  prohibited  area  could  require  the  closure  of 
runway  2/20  at  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base.  This  will  be  dependent  on  exact 
location  of  antennas  in  relationship  to  the  subject  runway. 

Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  Site 

A  prohibited  area  up  to  1  mile  in  diameter  and  from  the  surface  to  2,500' 
above  ground  level  would  be  mandatory  at  this  site  also.  The  location 
depicted  would  possibly  require  the  alteration  of  Federal  Airway  V83 
southeast  of  Colorado  Springs.  Although  this  would  require  rulemaking 
actions  to  alter  the  airway,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  adverse  effect  upon 
air  navigation  would  not  be  substantial. 

At  both  sites  there  is  potential  for  interference  with  established  radar 
microwave  link  systems  (RML's).  However,  until  an  exact  location  is 
established,  this  cannot  be  determined. 

The  items  identified  are  based  upon  maximum  effects  anticipated.  When  a 
final  site  location  is  determined,  a  more  indepth  analysis  can  be  conducted. 


If  we  may  be  of  any  further  assistance,  please  advise. 


S  Kt  »M  t 
KM  f  K  lit 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  Flit  SECRETARY 
Ihiildinn  67,  Room  688 
Denver  Federal  C enter 
Denver,  Colorado  80225 


CR  80/1381 


December  29,  1980 


Mr.  Carlos  Stern 

Deputy  for  environment  and  Safety 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF/MIQ) 

Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 


Dear  Mr.  Stern: 

Wo  have  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  Consolidated 
Space  Operations  Center,  Peterson  Air  Force  Base  (AFB),  El  Paso  County, 
Colorado,  or  Kirtland  AFC,  Bernalillo  County,  New  Mexico,  or  Mai  Strom  AFB, 
Cascade  County,  Montana.  The  following  consolidated  comments  were  provided  by 
agencies  of  the  U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior. 

FIS1!  AND  WILDLIFE  AND  VEGETATION 

This  document  does  not  adequately  describe  the  flora  and  fauna  that  may  be 
found  at  each  of  the  alternative  sites.  In  addition,  the  document  must  have 
an  adequate  description  of  the  impacts  that  are  expected  as  a  result  of  the 
project.  A  proposed  mitigation  plan  to  offset  any  unavoidable  losses  to  the 
fish  and  wildlife  resources  should  also  be  included. 

There  is  no  indication  in  the  draft  statement  that  the  requirements  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  have  been  met.  Section  7(c)  of  the  Endangered  Species 
Act,  87  Stat.  834,  as  amended,  requires  the  Air  Force  to  contact  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  through  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS),  whether 
any  listed  or  proposed  endangered  or  threatened  species  may  be  present  at  each 
construction  project  site.  FWS  defines  construction  projects  to  include  only 
'.hose  construction  activities  that  are  major  Federal  actions  significantly 
affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  environment.  These  projects  are  normally 
differentiated  as  those  construction  activities  which  require  the  preparation 
of  an  environmental  impact  statement.  Construction  projects  are  those 
designed  primarily  to  build  or  erect  man-made  structures  as  buildings,  roads, 
pipelines,  and  the  like.  The  Air  Force's  request  should  he  sent  to  the  Area 
Manager,  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  which  has  jurisdiction  in  the  area 
of  the  proposed  construction. 


In  »he  case  of  Peterson  Air  force  Case,  Colorado,  the  request  should  be  sent 
to  the  Area  Manager,  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Federal  Building,  Room 
1311,  125  South  State  Street,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  341 38 ;  for  Kirtland  Air 
t  urce  Base,  New  Mexico,  to  Area  Manager,  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  2953 
West  Indian  School  Road,  Phoenix,  Arizona  35017 ;  and  for  Malstrom  Air  Force 
Base,  Montana,  to  Area  Manager,  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Federal 
building,  Koom  3335,  316  North  ?fith  Street,  Billings,  Montana  59101. 


If  the  fish  and  Wildlife  Service  advises  that  such  species  may  be  present  in 
’.ne  area  of  the  project,  the  Air  Force  is  required  by  Section  /(c)  to  conduct 
a  bio  logical  assessment  to  identify  any  endanqered  or  threatened  species  which 
,i re  likely  to  he  affected  oy  the  construction  project.  The  assessment  is  to 
no  completed  within  IrtO  days,  unless  a  time  extension  is  mutually  agreed  upon. 
;,o  contract  fur  physical  construction  may  be  entered  into  and  no  physical 
construction  may  start  until  the  biological  assessment  is  completed. 
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In  the  event  that  the  conclusions  drawn  from  the  biological  assessment  are 
that  endangered  or  threatened  species  are  likely  to  be  affected  by  the 
construction  project,  the  Air  Force  is  required  by  Section  7(a)  of  the 
i  r.danyored  Species  Act  to  initiate  the  consultation  process  on  listed  species 
and  to  confer  on  proposed  endangered  and  threatened  species. 


Page  1 11-26,  Item  III  Bl,  paragraph  3;  It  is  stated  here  that  hunting  is 
;  emitted  in  the  mountains  east  of  Albuquerque  for  deer,  elk,  and  bighorn 
sheep.  This  should  be  changed  to  reflect  that  hunting  is  restricted  to 
archery  hunting  and  that  elk  are  not  known  to  occur  there. 


CULTURAL  RFSOURC!  S 


;.:c  would  have  no  objection  to  the  preferred  location,  Peterson  Air  Force  Base, 
jr  .".It amative  2,  Malstrom  AFB.  If  Alternative  1,  Kirtland  AFB  is  chosen,  we 
suggest  that  the  access  road  be  placed  on  an  alignment  which  avoids  impacts  to 
Trcho  3 i.qical  Site  § 4. 
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3  T’chool ogical  materials  are  discovered  during  construction,  the  Secretary 
er  she  Interior  should  be  contacted  through  the  Departmental  Consulting 
Archeologist,  HCRS,  Interagency  Archeological  Services,  at  202-343-7105.  In 
u.liir. ion,  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  may  be  contacted. 
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WATl  r. 


The  statement  would  no  enhanced  by  including  an  assessment  of  the  anticipated 
impacts  on  surface  water  drainage  patterns  at  each  of  t he  alternative  sites. 


Sincerely  Yours, 

Robert  !  .  Stewart 

Regional  environmental  Officer 
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111-25 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS 
FROM  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 


Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Deve lopment,  Region  VIII,  Colorado 

1.  We  do  not  agree  that  the  indirect  job  impact  would  be  as  great  as 
suggested  (i.e.,  2  to  7).  Our  models  of  analysis  and  previous  experience  sug¬ 
gest  that  a  CSOC-related  net  employment  multiplier  would  be  between  0.5  and  1.0. 

The  local  labor  vorce  would  fill  the  major  portion  of  these  new  jobs,  resulting 
in  a  decrease  in  unemployment.  Family  members  (wives,  husbands,  working-age 
children)  of  CSOC  employees  also  would  become  part  of  the  labor  pool  that  would 
be  able  to  take  advantage  of  indirect  job  opportunities  brought  about  by  the 
CSOC.  Thus,  a  significant  population  increase  to  fill  indirect  job  openings 

is  not  expected  to  occur. 

2.  See  response  to  Comment  No.  51,  page  1 1 1-36. 

3.  The  curtailment  at  Malmstrom  AFB  (inactivation  of  the  Semi-Automatic 
Ground  Environment  facility)  scheduled  to  occur  on  about  September  1982,  was 
evaluated  for  economic  impacts  in  an  Environmental  Assessment  dated  29  January 
1979.  Air  Force  planners  have  been  fully  cognizant  of  this  information  which 
also  will  be  available  for  consideration  by  the  final  decisi on-makers  of  the 
CSOC  siting. 

4.  An  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  on  continuing  operations  of 
Fort  Carson  that  is  currently  being  processed  by  the  U.S.  Army  projects  an  in¬ 
crease  of  approximately  2450  personnel  in  increments  over  the  period  1979  to  1985. 
The  induced  earnings  impact  was  estimated  to  equate  to  approximately  3000  jobs 
with  an  average  annual  income  of  $19,000.  At  the  current  rate  of  growth,  the 
Colorado  Springs  metropolitan  area  civilian  labor  force  should  increase  by  about 
20,000  over  the  next  five  years,  thus  largely  accommodating  the  secondary  ion  :  i- 
impacts  of  both  the  Army  and  CSOC  action. 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  Recji on  VI ,  Texas 

5.  The  Draft  EIS  does  state  that  the  Peterson  AFB/Colorado  Springs  loca¬ 
tion  is  the  preferred  site  for  the  CSOC  because  of  the  "unique  operational  advan¬ 
tages  which  accrue  from  its  proximity  to  related  activities,  namely  the  Space  De¬ 
fense  Operations  of  the  N0RAD  at  the  Cheyenne  Mountain  Complex".  The  Draft  does 
not  attempt  to  evaluate  either  the  positive  or  negative  internal  operational  as¬ 
pects  of  the  CSOC  program  as  these  are  not  within  environmental,  health,  safety 
and  socioeconomic  areas  normally  addressed  in  an  EIS. 

6.  It  is  not  the  intent  to  portray  the  Colorado  Springs  site  as  the  most 
envi ronmental ly  desirable.  The  adverse  impacts  identified  for  each  of  the  candi¬ 
date  sites  are  not  considered  significant  although  there  are  different  impacts  at 
each  location.  The  Draft  EIS  serves  the  purpose  of  identifying  and  evaluating  these 
impacts  and  does  not  attempt  to  rank  the  three  candidate  locations  as  to  their  "en¬ 
vironmental  desirability". 

7.  The  Draft  EIS  mentions  that  public  transportation  is  available  in  Albu¬ 
querque  (see  page  1 1 1-30,  paragraph  6  of  the  Draft  EIS),  but  failed  to  mention  the 
on-base  shuttle  bus  system.  Also,  see  response  to  Comment  No.  16. 

8.  The  Draft  EIS  does  not  address  those  impacts  considered  insignificant 
such  as  noise  from  emergency  diesel  generators  and  traffic.  The  generators  oper¬ 
ate  only  15minutes  each  month  for  check-out  purposes  and  in  the  case  of  a  power 
outage  they  are  not  expected  to  run  for  more  than  one  hour.  It  is  obvious  that 
noise  from  this  source  is  inconsequential  except  that  employees  exposed  to  this 
source  of  noise  will  have  to  comply  with  applicable  safety  standards. 
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8.  Continued  .  . 


An  incremental  increase  in  traffic  noise  on  major  arterials  would 
occur  at  all  three  locations;  this  increase  would  be  indiscernable  over  the 
ambient  levels  now  existing.  However,  at  the  Colorado  Springs  location,  highway 
noise  on  Highway  94  would  noticeably  increase  during  morning  and  evening  rush 
hours  as  a  result  of  the  potential  addition  of  1200  CSOC  vehicles  (during  each 
peak  period).  The  lack  of  urban  development  along  Highway  94  at  the  present 
time  minimizes  the  effect  of  traffic  noise.  At  such  time  that  urban  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  High  Plains  area  east  of  Colorado  Springs  is  proposed,  the  impact 
of  highway  noise  existing  at  that  time  and  that  projected  for  the  future  under 
build-out  conditions,  should  be  evaluated  . 

9.  Wastewater  requirements  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the  Draft  EIS 
in  Sections  III. A. 5,  III.B.5,  III.C.5  and  IV. A. 3.2.  It  is  so  noted  that  EPA 
h£S  granted  a  total  of  $19,000,000  for  the  expansion  of  Albuquerque's  waste- 
water  treatment  plant. 

10.  It  is  so  noted  that  HUD  and  the  Economic  Development  Agency  have 
awarded  an  Urban  Development  Action  Grant  to  Albuquerque  for  enlarging  sewers 
for  the  industrial  area  located  immediately  to  the  west  of  the  base.  This 
sewer  system  program  does  not,  however,  have  any  direct  bearing  on  the  CSOC 
faci li ty . 

Department  of  the  Air  Force,  Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico 

11.  The  wastewater  treatment  system  near  the  Manzano  area  will  be  used 
for  handling  CSOC  wastewater.  This  existing  facility  may  require  rehabilitation 
and  this  would  be  determined  during  the  design  phase  of  this  project.  The  Draft 
EIS  was  in  error  in  stating  that  a  new  on-site  treatment  facility  would  be  con¬ 
structed.  No  sewage  treatment  facility  is  planned  for  the  remote  antenna  site. 

12.  The  road  adjoining  Site  No.  4  is  presently  a  dirt  road,  but  this  would 
be  paved  in  the  event  CSOC  were  located  at  the  Kirtland  AFB  locatior.  Depending 
on  the  final  layout  of  the  CSOC  antenna  field  and  access  roads,  fencing  of  Site 
No.  4  could  be  considered  to  avoid  accidental  disturbance  during  construction 

activities. 

13.  Preliminary  engineering  estimates  indicate  a  maximum  of  12,800 
lineal  feet  of  trench  would  be  required  for  the  coaxial  or  fiber  optics  cable. 
This  may  vary  depending  on  the  outcome  of  detailed  layouts  of  the  antenna  field 
at  which  time  precise  alignment  of  the  trench  would  be  established. 

14.  The  referenced  mitigation  measure  is  intended  to  serve  as  notice  to 
any  grading  contractors  employed  on  the  CSOC  project  as  to  the  course  of  action 
to  be  taken  in  the  event  any  artifacts  or  other  cultural  discoveries  are  made 
during  grading  of  the  site.  The  requirements  spelled  out  in  Executive  Order 
11593  are  not  listed  in  the  Draft  EIS  because  compliance  with  it  by  the  Air 
Force  is  mandatory. 

15.  While  it  is  recognized  that  CSOC  personnel  would  tend  to  use  those 
gates  which  would  provide  the  most  direct  access  to  their  homes,  it  is  never¬ 
theless  recommended  that  CSOC  employees  be  encouraged  by  CSOC  management  to  use 
the  Eubank  Gate  to  avoid  traffic  delays  and  adding  to  existing  congestion  at  the 
other  base  gates. 

See  response  to  Comment  No.  12  with  respect  to  the  archaeological  site. 


15.  Continued  .  . 


Based  on  information  received  from  Kirtland  AFB,  contractors  typi¬ 
cally  start  their  work  crews  earlier  and  schedule  their  quitting  times  earlier 
to  avoid  the  base  rush  hours.  Additionally,  heavy  equipment  deliveries  (such  as 
wet  mix)  are  scheduled  to  arrive  at  non-peak  times.  Contractor  personnel  also 
have  a  special  entrance  on  Eubank  Avenue  for  obtaining  clearances  and  escorts 
as  needed.  These  measures  are  in  effect  to  minimize  congestion  at  the  base 
during  peak  hours.  It  is  the  intent  of  the  proposed  mitigation  measure  to  con¬ 
tinue  with  this  apparently  standard  procedure  at  Kirtland  AFB. 

16.  The  Draft  EIS  was  in  error  in  omitting  a  statement  to  the  effect 
that  the  base  has  a  shuttle  bus  system  that  complements  the  public  system,  and 
that  the  shuttle  bus  service  could  be  expanded  to  serve  the:  CSOC  facility  de¬ 
pending  upon  the  demand  for  this  service. 

17.  It  is  so  noted  that  Kirtland's  wastewater  treatment  systems  are  pre¬ 
sently  in  compliance  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  no  NPDES  per¬ 
mit  is  necessary. 

18.  The  Draft  EIS  was  in  error  with  reference  to  the  intended  use  of  tne 
mobile  home  facility.  It  is  so  noted  that  this  facility  is  intended  as  a  Family 
Camp  and  not  for  use  as  a  resident  trailer  park.  This  does  not  materially  affect 
the  conclusions  drawn  in  the  Draft  EIS,  however. 

19.  See  response  to  Comment.  No.  11. 

20.  See  response  to  Comment  No.  12.  It  is  so  noted  that  the  New  Mexico 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  will  be  visiting  Kirtland  in  the  coming  year 
to  view  the  identified  archaeological  sites  on  the  base. 

21.  The  Draft  EIS  intended  to  evaluate  'worst  case'  situations  and  there¬ 
fore  determined  the  impacts  if  aT[  of  the  construction  workers  were  brought  in 
from  outside  the  Albuquerque  region.  The  prime  contractor  could  opt  to  establish 
a  construction  camp  on-site  to  house  and  feed  construction  personnel.  It  is 
acknowledged,  however,  that  extensive  temporary  living  quarters  are  available 

in  the  Albuquerque  area.  In  addition,  it  is  quite  likely  that  a  substantial 
portion  of  the  construction  workers  would  be  hired  from  the  residential  population 
of  the  Albuquerque  region  and  would  therefore  not  require  temporary  quarters. 

22.  The  Draft  EIS  is  in  error  in  including  grading  for  sewage  lagoons 
in  the  construction  impacts  listed  in  Section  IV. A. 5. 2  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

Trenching  for  2.5  miles  of  water  line  from  the  Manzano  Area  to  the 
remote  antenna  field  would  be  required  only  in  the  event  an  on-site  storage  tank 
is  not  installed  at  the  antenna  field  for  supplying  potable  water. 
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23.  The  criteria  shown  in  Table  28  in  the  Draft  EIS  are  the  maxi¬ 
mum  permissible  power  densities  for  each  antenna  type  and  for  each  category 
of  electroexplosive  device  (EED).  The  criteria  have  been  calculated  in 
accordance  with  AFR  127-100/Change  1  dated  31  March  1978  and  18  June  1979, 
respectively.  Category  7  is  for  "Aircraft  in  flight  with  externally  loaded 
weapons".  This  category  recognizes  that  no  shielding  is  provided  by  the 
aircraft.  Further,  AFR  127-100  does  not  indicate  any  rationale  for  applying 
the  "exposed  EED"  criteria  (Category  3)  to  EEDs  on  or  in  aircraft.  Category 
3  is  applied  to  "critical  areas  involving  explosives  assembly,  disassembly, 
testing,  loading,  and  unloading  operations.  The  distances  (power  densities) 
are  based  on  a  worst-case  situation;  that  is,  most  sensitive  EEDs  presently 
in  inventory,  unshielded,  having  leads  or  circuitry  which  could  inadvertently 
be  formed  into  a  resonant  dipole,  loop,  or  other  type  antenna."  The  criteria 
applied  are  considered  sufficiently  stringent  to  provide  more  than  adequate 
margins  of  safety  for  most  aircraft  configurations. 

The  CSOC  antennas  transmit  a  continuous  wave  (CW)  which  is 
modulated  for  data  transmission.  As  such,  they  are  distinguished  from  radar 
type  transmitters.  In  the  case  of  CW  transmission,  average  power  is  used 
in  calculating  the  electromagnetic  radiation  power  density  levels.  For 
radar  transmi tters ,  peak  power  is  used  based  on  pulse  repetition  rates, 
pulse  widths,  duty  cycles,  etc..  Thermal  stacking  factors  are  considered 
for  radar  transmitters,  but  are  not  applicable  to  CW  transmissions. 

The  corrected  Figure  5  in  Appendix  A  of  the  Draft  EIS  --  S- 
Band  Antenna  Power  Density  versus  Distance  -  is  included  on  the  following 
page.  In  addition,  all  references  to  the  X-Band  Antenna  in  Appendix  A 
should  be  deleted.  These  references  appear  on  pages  A-l ,  A-2,  and  Figure 
6  (which  is  incorrectly  labeled  S-Band  Antenna)  on  page  A-9  of  the  Draft  EIS. 
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Department  of  the  Air  Forces  Peterson  Aj_r  Force  Base,  Colorado 

24.  The  comments  with  respect  to  traffic  impact  are  substantially 
correct.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  Highway  94  and  Enoch  Road  (at  the 
Peterson  AFB/Colorado  Springs  location)  are  public  highways.  That  portion  of 
Pennsylvania  Avenue  (at  the  Kirtland  AFB/Albuquerque  location)  impacted  by 
CSOC  traffic,  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  base.  As  such,  the  base  has 
maintenance  responsibility  for  the  road  and  additionally  can  exercise  traffic 
control  measures  to  a  greater  degree  than  can  be  done  on  the  public  roads  im¬ 
pacted  by  CSOC  traffic  in  the  vicinity  of  Colorado  Springs.  The  point  is  that 
traffic  impacts  at  Colorado  Springs  are  primarily  on  a  relatively  low-volume 
rural  public  highway  and  those  at  the  Albuquerque  location  are  basically  confined 
to  the  base  entry  gates  and  base  roads. 

25.  The  latest  emissions  inventory  data  available  for  the  Colorado 
Springs  AQMA/E1  Paso  County  area  is  limited  to  1974  emissions  for  total  sus¬ 
pended  particulates  and  carbon  monoxide,  and  1977  emissions  for  hydrocarbons . 
Colorado  Springs  is  presently  updating  emissions  inventories;  the  conclusions 
of  the  Draft  EIS  with  respect  to  air  quality  impacts  are  not  expected  to  be 
changed  to  any  significant  degree  with  the  new  emissions  data. 

26.  The  Draft  EIS  recognizes  the  revised  federal  ozone  standard  and 
acknowledges  that  neither  Colorado  Springs  nor  El  Paso  County  are  in  violation 
of  the  new  standard.  (Refer  to  page  III-8,  first  paragraph,  of  the  Draft  EIS.) 

27.  The  Draft  EIS  acknowledges  that  Albuquerque's  air  quality  is 
aggravated  by  natural  conditions  such  as  the  low-lying  valley  bordering  the 
river  which  tends  to  trap  and  concentrate  pollutants.  (Refer  to  page  I I I -33 , 
first  paragraph,  of  the  Draft  EIS.) 

28.  Climate  data  for  Colorado  Springs  is  listed  in  Table  9,  not  on 
page  III -40  as  stated  in  this  comment.  The  latest  meteorological  data  avail¬ 
able  are  1978  statistics  obtained  at  the  Colorado  Springs  Municipal  Airport, 
Station  No.  93037  (adjoining  Peterson  AFB).  According  to  this  data,  there 
were  133  clear  days,  representing  36%  of  the  total  days  in  a  year.  Combined 
with  108  partly  cloudy  days,  66%  of  the  year  was  either  clear  or  partly  cloudy. 

Based  on  past  experiences  in  the  regional  area,  it  is  a  correct 
presumption  that  "Several  times  per  year  local  roads  may  be  unpassable  due  to 
snow.  This  is  particularly  the  case  for  county  roads  more  so  than  for  major 
highways  and  arterial  roads." 

29.  According  to  the  latest  information  available,  the  "Future  Ti- 
jeras  Arroyo  Corridor"  will  not  be  located  on  the  base  because  of  potential 
interference  with  DOD  activities.  This  places  the  nearest  alignment  over  5 
miles  from  the  CSOC  site.  Photographs  of  the  Kirtland  CSOC  site  were  not  included 
because  of  the  classified  facilities  in  the  vicinity.  Additionally,  however, 
photographs  of  the  Manzano  building  complex  would  not  serve  any  useful  pur¬ 
pose  as  far  as  demonstrating  the  CSOC  visual  or  aesthetic  impacts.  The 

remote  antenna  field  located  south  of  the  Manzano  Area  is  shown  in  the  accompany¬ 
ing  photograph.  This  photo  depicts  the  undulating  topography  of  the  site  and 
shows  the  landscape  to  the  west  of  the  site.  Although  the  antenna  radomes  could 
possibly  be  seen  from  public  highways  located  west,  south,  southwest  and  north¬ 
west  of  the  antenna  field,  the  distance  from  these  highways  is  in  excess  of  5 
miles.  At  this  distance  the  radomes  would  blend  in  with  other  structures  on  the 
base.  (Read  Comment  No.  75,  page  1 1 1-57.) 
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30.  The  growth  patterns  described  in  the  Draft  EIS  reflect  adopted 
policies  and  plans  of  the  governmental  jurisdictions  that  control  land  use  in 
the  Colorado  Springs/El  Paso  County  area.  Recent  development  pressures  in  the 
area  east  cf  Colorado  Springs  may  bring  about  an  alteration  of  these  policies 
in  the  future. 

31.  These  particular  comments  on  Electromagnetic  Radiation  are  simply 
a  restatement  of  information  contained  in  the  Draft  EIS.  No  response  is  nec¬ 
essary  . 


32.  The  existing  buildings  at  the  Albuquerque  site  art  located  NNW 
of  the  antenna  field  and  are  generally  shielded  by  the  Manzano  Mountains.  In 
addition,  these  buildings  are  at  an  elevation  of  5600  feet  MSL,  or  approxi¬ 
mately  120  feet  below  the  elevation  of  the  antenna  field.  These  factors  re¬ 
sult  in  no  measurable  power  density  at  building  roof-top  locations.  (Refer 
to  Section  IV. A. 7,  4  of  the  Draft  EIS.) 

33.  It  is  true  that  active  runways  exist  at  the  Albuquerque  and  Great 
Falls  proposed  CSOC  locations,  and  that  the  Colorado  Springs  location  is  10 
miles  east  of  Peterson  AFB  runways.  The  horizontal  distance  from  the  nearest 
antenna  to  the  eastern  end  of  the  runway  at  Kirtland  AFB  is  over  30,000  feet 
(5.8  miles),  while  at  Malmstrom  AFB,  the  nearest  antenna  is  2600  feet  from 

the  NE-SW  runway. 

34.  The  historical  sites  identified  at  the  Alternate  1  location  at 
Kirtland  can  be  avoided  through  proper  siting  of  the  CSOC  antenna  field  and  the 
access  roads.  To  protect  Site  No.  4  even  further,  it  could  be  enclosed  by 
fencing  so  that  accidental  disturbance  of  the  site  would  not  occur  during  the 
construction  phase.  The  possibility  that  historical  and  anthropological  groups 
will  demand  that  no  work  begin  is  admittedly  a  possibility  at  either  of  the 
locations,  but  is  considered  less  likely  at  Albuquerque  since  the  base  has 
been  extensively  surveyed  by  private  archaeological  firms  under  contract  with 
the  base.  As  a  result  of  this  prior  work,  the  base  has  established  a  good 
working  relationship  with  members  of  the  archaeological  community. 

The  CSOC  antenna  field  is  located  approximately  2.5  miles  north 
of  the  Isleta  Indian  Reservation. 

35.  The  Draft  EIS  identifies  projected  1985  capacity  for  each  of 
the  three  candidate  CSOC  locations;  this  information  is  summarized  in  Table  43 
of  the  Draft  EIS.  The  projected  capacities  at  each  location  are  based  on  the 
number  of  students  that  could  be  accommodated  at  each  location  without  re-opening 
classrooms  that  have  been  closed  due  to  declining  student  enrollments.  It  should 
be  noted,  however,  that  in  certain  neighborhoods  in  both  the  Colorado  Springs  and 
Albuquerque  metropolitan  areas  the  local  public  schools  are  over-crowded  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  rapid  development  that  outpaced  construction  of  new  schools.  If  CSOC  stu¬ 
dents  were  to  locate  in  these  particular  neighborhoods  they  would  add  to  the  over¬ 
crowded  school  conditions. 

In  the  Great  Falls  area  there  is  a  greater  probability  that  some 
classrooms  and  possibly  even  an  entire  school,  would  have  to  be  re-opened  to  accom¬ 
modate  a  potential  2,160  CSOC  students.  This  is  particularly  likely  in  view  of 
the  recent  closure  of  the  Anaconda  Copper  Mine  and  reduced  base  personnel  at  Malm¬ 
strom  AFB  that  undoubtedly  have  caused  a  rapid  decrease  in  school  enrollment  and 
.ubsequent  closure  of  classrooms. 


1 1 1-33 


36.  This  information  is  so  noted. 

37.  The  cost  of  living  index  is  expected  to  increase  as  the  income 
level  of  the  area  increases.  Income  level  is  related  to  the  type  of  industry; 
at  Colorado  Springs  much  of  the  new  industry  will  bring  in  a  labor  force  in 
the  mid-to-upper  income  brackets.  For  this  reason  the  cost  of  living  index  is 
expected  to  increase  at  a  faster  rate  in  Colorado  Springs  than  in  Albuquerque. 

38.  The  cost  of  living  index  for  housing  is  101.6  in  Colorado  Springs 
and  110.0  in  Albuquerque,  a  difference  of  8.4  points.  The  word  "affordable" 

on  page  IV-52,  last  paragraph,  of  the  Draft  EIS,  should  be  replaced  with  the 
word  "allocated". 

39.  There  have  been  various  terms  applied  to  the  satellite  and  shuttle 
control  portions  of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  during  the  evolution 
of  the  program  concept.  In  order  to  provide  some  consistency  in  CSOC  determination 
the  Satellite  Operations  Complex  (SOC)  and  Shuttle  Operations  and  Planning  Complex 
(SOPC)  have  been  established  as  the  terminology  for  CSOC  elements. 


40.  This  information  is  so  noted. 

41.  This  information  is  so  noted. 

42.  The  conclusion  on  page  iii  of  the  Draft  EIS  states  that  CSOC  would 
not  cause  a  significant  adverse  environmental  impact  if  located  at  either  of  the 
candidate  locations,  but  that  there  are  somewhat  differing  minor  environmental 
impacts  at  each  location.  These  are  noted  on  the  bottom  of  page  i  and  the  top 

of  page  ii  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

43.  The  referenced  letter  has  not  been  included  in  the  Draft  EIS;  how¬ 
ever.  an  official  Resolution  of  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  El  Paso  County 
and  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Colorado  Springs  is  included  on  page  1 1 1 -97 

of  this  document. 

44.  A  description  of  the  traffic  resulting  from  the  coal  mining  opera¬ 
tion  is  properly  included  in  the  Draft  EIS  to  describe  traffic  conditions  that 
will  exist  on  Highway  94  at  the  time  the  CSOC  facility  would  be  impacting  the 
area.  There  is  no  reference  made  in  the  Draft  EIS  concerning  "the  need  for  coal 
trucks  to  cover  their  loads". 
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Department  of  Energy,  Albuquerque  Operations,  Sandia  Area  Office,  New  Mexico 

45.  Traffic  impact  on  Coyote  Springs  Road  will  be  minimal  since  the  main 
CSOC  facility  is  located  at  the  Manzano  Area  and  only  the  remote  antenna  field 
is  accessed  by  way  of  Coyote  Springs  Road.  There  will  be  a  minimal  amount  of 
CSOC  traffic  using  Coyote  Springs  Road  after  construction  is  completed.  During 
the  construction  phase,  heavy  equipment,  delivery  vehicles,  and  construction 
personnel  traffic  will  impact  Coyote  Springs  Road.  Most  of  this  traffic  would 
occur  during  early  morning  and  late  afternoon  when  construction  workers  are 
starting  and  finishing  their  work  shift.  This  would  be  a  relatively  short-term 
impact  and  in  light  of  the  standard  practice  at  Kirtland  to  start  work  crews 
earlier  with  earlier  quitting  times  than  the  base  employees,  this  impact  should 
be  minor.  In  the  event  Coyote  Springs  Road  is  temporarily  obstructed  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  construction  activities,  Mortar  Range  Road  provides  an  alternate  route 
by  which  SNLA  employees  can  reach  their  destination. 

Section  IV. A. 7. 4.1  of  the  Draft  EIS  discusses  ground  level  power  den¬ 
sities;  Table  36  shows  these  levels  to  be  significantly  below  those  considered 
hazardous  to  personnel  at  all  locations,  including  Coyote  Springs  Road. 

Section  IV. A. 7.1  discusses  the  10  mw/crn^  criteria  applicable  to  per¬ 
sons  wearing  pacemakers.  The  highest  power  density  of  .045  mw/cm^  at  Manzano 
Peak  is  less  than  one-one  hundreth  of  the  critical  value. 

46.  This  information  is  so  noted. 

47.  Refer  to  response  to  Comment  Mo.  105  (page  II I -130)  for  additional 
information  with  regard  to  "Federal  Facility  Ridesharing  Program". 

48.  Refer  to  response  to  Comnent  No.  23  for  observations  on  "thermal 
stacking"  factors. 

49.  This  information  is  so  noted. 

50.  Figure  6  of  the  Draft  EIS  has  been  corrected  to  denote  the  "With¬ 
drawal  Area"  east  of  the  Manzano  Area.  The  revised  Figure  6  is  shown  on  the 
following  page. 

Uni  ted  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  VIII 

51.  Section  176(c)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  requires  that  a  finding  be  made 
that  the  CSOC  project  is  in  conformity  with  the  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP). 
Conformity  of  the  CSOC  will  be  discussed  in  the  following  paragraphs  on  the 
basis  of  the  facility  itself  and  the  secondary  effect  caused  by  the  increase  in 
population. 

The  CSOC  facility  is  located  outside  of  the  Colorado  Springs  nonattain- 
ment  area  and  additionally  the  facility  is  exempt  from  applicable  new  source  per¬ 
formance  standards  (Environmental  Protection  Agency  Rules  and  Regulations)  since 
the  diesel  generators  are  for  emergency  operation  only.  The  facility  there¬ 
fore  does  not  require  a  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  permit  and  no  other 
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51.  Continued  .  . 


federal  emission  standards  are  applicable.  A  permit  will  be  required,  however, 
from  the  State  of  Colorado  for  operating  the  generators.  The  State  Implementation 
Plan  establishes  maximum  emission  rates  per  generator;  the  calculated  emissions 
of  the  CSOC  generators  indicates  they  will  not  exceed  these  maximum  rates  and 
will  therefore  be  in  conformance  with  the  State  Implementation  Plan. 

Total  suspended  particulates  generated  at  the  CSOC  facility  would 
originate  from  two  activities:  grading  operations  during  the  construction  phase, 
and  dust  from  CSOC  vehicles  traveling  on  unstabilized  roads  at  the  CSOC  facility. 

The  control  measures  included  in  the  Colorado  Springs/El  Paso  County  Air  Quality 
Maintenance  Plan  (part  of  the  State  Implementation  Plan)  address  the  reduction 
of  total  suspended  particulates  through  paving  of  unpaved  roads  and  alleys,  and 
control  of  grading  operations.  In  compliance  with  these  control  measures,  the 
CSOC  project  would  include  the  following  mitigation  measures: 

•  Stabilization  of  all  roads  (by  paving  or  applying  a  dust 
palliative)  at  the  facility  and  that  portion  of  Enoch  Road 
that  provides  access  to  the  CSOC 

•  Compliance  with  El  Paso  County  dust  control  and  grading 
ordinance  (including  control  of  fugitive  dust  during  con¬ 
struction/grading  activities) 

The  primary  area  of  concern  with  respect  to  air  quality  is  the 
secondary  impact  generated  by  a  potential  of  6100  additional  residents  that  would 
reside  in  the  Colorado  Springs  urban  area.  Vehicular  miles  traveled  by  the  CSOC 
employees  and  their  families  would  be  distributed  throughout  the  region  and  would 
not  have  a  direct  impact  at  the  CSOC  location.  The  approximate  .21  increase  in 
motor  vehicle  emissions  (caused  by  a  corresponding  increase  in  vehicular  miles 
traveled  in  the  area)  would  therefore  be  spread  over  the  entire  nonattainment 
area  and  not  concentrated  in  one  location.  Furthermore,  locally  adopted  control 
measures  are  designed  to  accommodate  an  annual  rate  of  increase  of  4.7%  in  area¬ 
wide  vehicle  miles  of  travel.  The  potential  population  increase  generated  by  the 
CSOC  project  is  within  the  Pikes  Peak  Region  population  projections  used  for  air 
quality  planning  and  contained  in  the  State  Implementation  Plan.  (These  population 
projections  are  consistent  with  208  projections  for  areawide  water  quality  planning, 
the  1990  Transportation  Plan,  et  al .  These  figures  were  based  on  the  document  pre¬ 
pared  in  October  of  1977  entitled  "Small  Area  Projections  Population,  Employment, 
Housing  Units  and  Land  Use  for  the  Pikes  Peak  Region,  1973-2000".)  The  increase 
in  motor  vehicle  emissions  in  the  urbanized  area  of  Colorado  Springs  as  a  result 
of  the  additional  vehicular  miles  traveled  in  the  area  by  the  CSOC  population 
would  be  mitigated  through  the  mandated  Federal  Facility  Ridesharing  Program 
which  is  designed  to  promote  car  and  van  pooling  to  reduce  vehicular  miles  tra¬ 
veled.  A  goal  of  35%  ridership  has  been  established  by  the  Air  Force  and  would 
be  applicable  to  the  CSOC. 

Based  on  the  above  information,  and  the  mitigation  measures  that 
would  be  included  as  part  of  the  CSOC  project,  a  finding  of  conformity  of  the 
CSOC  with  the  State  Implementation  Plan  can  be  made. 
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Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Texas 

52.  This  information  is  so  noted. 

53.  The  Air  Force  understands  that  federal  rulemaking  procedure 
would  be  required  to  establish  restricted  airspace  that  would  insure  avoidance 
of  the  antennae  by  all  air  traffic.  If  Kirtland  AFB  were  chosen  as  the  CSOC 
site,  application  would  be  made  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  for 
the  necessary  restriction. 

Department  of  Transportation,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Colorado 

54.  The  suggested  prohibited  area  of  one  mile  in  diameter  and  from 
the  surface  to  2500  feet  above  ground  level  is  excessively  restrictive.  The 
safety  criteria  for  the  various  categories  of  EEDs  were  evaluated  against  the 
worst  cise  antenna  radiated  ground  power  densities  at  the  proposed  CSOC  site 
east  of  Colorado  Springs.  No  single  antenna  or  combination  of  antennae  is 
capable  of  producing  ground  level  power  densities  that  exceed  the  most  stringent 
EED  criteria.  Therefore,  the  planned  1000-foot  ground  perimeter  security  buf¬ 
fer  zone  around  the  CSOC  facility  will  more  than  adequately  provide  the  neces¬ 
sary  safety  zone. 

From  the  standpoint  of  airborne  EEDs,  the  environmental  analysis 
indicates  that  the  CSOC  S-band  antenna  is  within  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Agency  (OSHA)  standards  at  a  radial  distance  of  approximately  500  feet.  Although 
the  CSOC  facility  is  not  within  a  normal ly-traveled  air  corridor  where  aircraft 
would  be  below  500  feet  altitude,  precautionary  measures  should  be  taken  to  avoid 
the  EED  hazard  which  could  exist  within  a  500-foot  radius  hemispherical  volume 
of  the  S-band  antenna.  It  is  therefore  recommended  that  aircraft  be  separated 
1000  feet  vertically  from  the  facility.  This  should  not  pose  a  problem  with 
tne  existing  Federal  Airway  V-8?  since  the  minimum  enroute  altitude  (MEA)  for 
V-83  provides  the  necessary  vertical  separation  from  the  antenna  site. 

55.  The  D0D  Electromagnetic  Compatibility  Analysis  Center  conducted 
a  survey  of  the  three  candidate  CSOC  sites.  The  survey  results,  documented  in 
"EMC  Analysis  of  the  AFSCF  CSOC  Proposed  Sites"  (ECAC-CR-80-031 ) ,  indicated 
that  there  were  no  significant  interference  problems  which  would  preclude  selec¬ 
tion  of  K  rtland  AFB,  Mai  ms from  AFB  or  Colorado  Springs.  There  were  some  in¬ 
stances,  however,  in  which  the  potential  for  interference  exists.  In  keeping 
with  established  practice,  potential  problem  areas  at  the  selected  site  will  be 

i nJi vi dua , ly  analyzed  to  determine  what  mitigation  measures,  if  any,  must  be  taken. 

Department  of  the  Interior,  Office  of  the  Secretary,  Colorado 

56.  See  response  to  Comment  No.  61,  page  1 1 1  -<Q?  .  The  Area  Manager 

;•  the  regional  IJ.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be  contacted  prior  to  any 

sot  st v  ictiori  activity  at  the  selected  CSOC  location.  However,  as  noted  in  the 
resgoesp  to  Crrniment  No.  61,  there  are  no  threatened  or  endangered  species  that 
are  likeiy  to  be  affected  by  the  CSOC  project. 

57.  See  response  to  Comment  No.  56. 

58.  It  is  so  noted  that  hunting  in  the  mountains  east  of  Albuquerque 

is  restricted  to  archery,  and  that  elk  are  not  known  to  occur  in  these  mountains. 
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59.  See  response  to  Comment  No.  34. 

60.  At  the  Colorado  Springs  CSOC  location,  surface  drainage  will  be 
directed  towards  the  natural  drainage  channels  bisecting  the  property.  The  fuel 
storage  area  will  be  diked  to  prevent  escape  of  fuel  into  the  surface  drainage 
system  and  ultimately  the  underground  water  basin  in  the  event  of  a  spill  or  tank 
rupture . 

Surface  drainage  at  the  antenna  field  site  at  Kirtland  AFB  will  be 
directed  into  the  existing  drainage  course  at  the  site.  There  will  be  no  fuel 
storage  at  the  antenna  field;  fuel  storage  will  occur  at  the  Manzano  Area  where 
a  dike  will  be  constructed  to  prevent  escape  of  spilled  fuel.  Surface  drainage 
at  the  Manzano  complex  is  via  the  paved  street  system  draining  into  a  natural 
arroyo. 

Surface  drainage  at  Malmstrom  AFB  in  the  vicinity  of  the  SAGE 
complex  is  handled  by  the  paved  streets  that  drain  to  the  storm  drain  system 
serving  the  main  base  area.  Again,  fuel  storage  will  be  protected  with  a  dike. 
Surface  drainage  at  the  antenna  field  site  (in  either  Option  A  or  B)  will  be 
directed  towards  the  natural  drainage  course  in  the  vicinity. 

Surface  runoff  at  all  three  locations  as  a  result  of  the  CSOC 
facility  will  be  limited  to  natural  runoff  of  paved  and  roofed  surfaces  during 
rainfal 1 . 
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STATE  AGENCIES 
Comments  and  Responses 

Conments:  No.  61  through  No.  89 

(Pages  II 1-41  through  1 1 1 -81 ) 

Responses:  Pages  III -82  through  1 1 1-88 
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STATE  OF  COLORADO 

Richard  0.  Lamm,  Governor 
DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE 

Jack  R  Grieb,  Director 
6060  Broadway 

Denver,  Colorado  80216  (825-1192) 


December  4,  1980 


TO  : 

Steve  Ellis 

Colorado  Clearinghouse 

FROM: 

Bert  Baker 

Wildlife  Program  Specialist 

SUBJ: 

Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  DEIS 
Minor  Action  #80-156 

Wildlife  Division  Biologist  Bob  Davies  of  our  Southeast  Region  office 
and  I  have  reviewed  the  above  document  and  offer  comments  and  recom¬ 
mendations  on  it  as  follows: 


1,  From  our  position  the  most  obvious  discrepancy  in  this  DEIS  is  that 
wildlife  and  habitats  are  completely  ignored.  This  observation  applies 
not  only  to  the  Preferred  Peterson  AFB/Colorado  location  but  also  to 

.Alternate  Locations  Numbers  2  and  3,  respectively,  at  Kirtland  and 
Malms trom  AF  Bases. 

2.  At  Colorado  Springs,  about  360  acres  of  prairie  habitats  supporting 
pronghorns,  jackrabbits,  predatory  birds,  and  miscellaneous  other  wild¬ 
life  will  be  directly  downgraded.  Extents  of  degradation  of  habitats 
and  species  populations  are,  nevertheless,  difficult  to  assess. 


3.  Also  at  Colorado  Springs,  the  projected  traffic  increases  on  Highway 
24  will  undoubtedly  cause  an  increase  in  mortality  of  animals  by  vehicle 
collisions . 
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4.  We  recommend  placement  of  power  and  communications  lines  underground 
wherever  feasible.  If  aboveground  towers  are  used,  we  recommend  that 
perches  be  placed  on  them  to  minimize  electrocution  of  predatory  birds. 
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/d 

cc:  E.  Prenzlow 

B.  Davies 

■File:  Fed.  A^. /Air  Force 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES,  H«rrij  Sherman,  Evecutive  Director  •  WILDLIFE  COMMISSION,  Michael  Higbee,  Chairman 
W.lbur  Redden.  V.ce  Chairman  .  Sam  Caudill,  Secretary  •  Jean  K  Tool.  Member  •  Vernon  C  Williams,  Member 
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DEC  4.  1980 

P1Y.  0C  Punning 

FROM:  David  Ford 

SUBJECT:  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  DEIS 
Department  of  the  Air  Force  #80-156 


DATE:  December  3,  1980 

TO:  Colorado  Clearinghouse 


The  Office  of  Energy  Conservation  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  and  has 
the  following  comments  to  offer. 


This  office  is  pleased  with  the  DEIS  responses  to  the  issues  raised 
during  the  Scoping  Process  for  the  CSOC  in  Colorado  Springs.  While 
it  appears  the  demand  for  conventional  non-renewable  energy  resources 
can  be  met  by  local  suppliers,  OEC  supports  the  Air  Force  Energy  Study 
in  which  alternative  heating  methods  are  being  evaluated.  Establish¬ 
ing  a  Ridesharing  Program  will  have  a  positive  effect  in  reducing  fuel 
consumption,  air  pollution,  and  easing  the  strain  on  local  traffic 
congestion. 


DF:TB:pl 
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RICHARD  D  LAMM 
Govcrno* 


COLORADO  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
715  STATE  CENTENNIAL  BUILDING  -  1313  SHERMAN  STREET 
DENVER.  COLORADO  80203  PHONE  (303)  839-261 1 


JOHN  W.  ROLD 
Director 


November  25,  1980 


Mr.  S.  0.  Ellis 
Colorado  Division  of  Planning 
1313  Sherman  Street 
Denver,  CO  80203 


NOV  2  5  1980 

DIV.  OF  PUNNING 


Dear  Mr.  Ellis:  RE:  USAF  CONSOLIDATED  SPACE 

OPERATIONS  CENTER  EIS 


We  have  received  and  reviewed  this  EIS.  Until  a  final  specific 
site  (in  Colorado  Springs,  if  selected)  is  determined  for  this 
facility,  our  review  is  premature.  We  request  that  we  be  able 
to  review  this  project  if  and  after  a  Colorado  Springs  site  is 
selected. 


Sincerely, 

-y  -r-'-  r  7  I 

mes  M.  Soule 
ngineering  Geologist 


JMS/gp 
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GEOLOGY 

STORY  OF  THE  PAST  ...  KEY  TO  THE  FUTURE 


J  A  DANIELSON 
Slate  Engineer 


DIVISION  OF  WATER  RESOURCES 

Department  ol  Natural  Resources 
1313  Sherman  Street  -  Room  618 
Denver.  Colorado  80203 
Administration  (303)  639-3581 
Ground  Water  (303)  839-3567 

November  19,  1980 


MEMORANDUM 


TO:  Stephen  O.  Ellis,  State  Clearinghouse 


NUV  2  1980 

l>IV.  PF  PMNNING 


FROM:  Hal  D.  Simpson,  Assistant  State  Engineer 

SUBJECT:  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center,  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  with  respect 
to  Its  impact  on  the  water  resources  of  the  area.  We  would  not  have  any 
objections  to  this  project  providing  that  the  development  of  the  center 
does  not  conflict  with  state  water  statutues. 


jLft  fa 


Hal  D.  Simpson,  P.E. 


HDS/JMS:mvf 

cc:  Bob  Jesse,  Div.  Eng. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 


December  11,  1980 


Deputy  Bor  environment  and  Safety 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF/MIQ) 

Washington,  D.C.  20J30 


Gentlemen: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  proposed  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center. 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  EIS  and  offer  the  following  comments. 


Comments  on  Existing  Traffic  Environment  page  III  -  50. 


Existing  1980  traffic  data  east  of  57th  Street  and  west  of  the  proposed 
access  under  option  B  on  U.S.  Highway  87/89,  had  an  average  daily  traf¬ 
fic  count  of  4,090  vehicles.  With  the  maximum  employment  from  the  CSOC 
facility  expected  to  peak  with  1,963  people,  this  would  mean  an  addi¬ 
tional  3,533  trips  per  day  would  be  added  to  U.S.  Highway  87/89.  This  64 
would  be  an  86%  increase  in  the  existing  1980  ATT.  With  the  proper 
access  design,  possible  signal izat ion  and  the  scheduled  upgrading  of 
U.S.  07/89  to  a  four  lane  facility  in  1983,  potential  adverse  traffic 
impacts  could  lx?  greatly  reduced. 


A.  The  Great  Falls  Policy  Coordinating  Committee  just  recently  agreed 
to  pursue  the  South  Bypass  arterial  and  have  deposited  $500,000.00 
from  the  Transportation  Improvement  Fund  for  advanced  Rinht  of  Way  6r 
acquisition.  As  stated  in  the  EIS,  when  this  proposal  is 
completed,  more  efficient  travel  to  and  from  the  southwestern  por¬ 
tion  of  the  city  can  be  achieved. 


B.  The  existing  ACT  numbers  shown  in  Figure  14,  page  III  -  51  exceed 
our  year  2000  traffic  projections.  Attached  are  Montana 
Department  of  Highways  figures  for  1980  and  the  year  2000.  These  ^6 
figures  will  alter  subsequent  discussion  on  traffic  impacts. 


Ill -45 


it  wnutiifjit  r  fMbfOWM 


Deputy  for  Environment  and  Safety 
December  11,  1980 
Page  2 


2.  Comments  on  the  Air  Quality  Section  of  the  CIS. 

The  EIS  apparently  makes  use  of  the  AP  42  supplement  5  Mobile  Source 
Emission  factors  which  have  been  superceeded  by  the  Mobile  1  or  2 
models.  The  supplement  5  factors  are  generally  lower  than  those 
currently  in  use.  As  stated  in  the  EIS  Great  Falls  has  teen  designated 
as  non  attainment  for  both  total  suspended  particulates  (TSP)  and  car¬ 
bon  monoxide  (CO)  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  Great  Falls 
will  have  to  reach  compliance  with  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards  (NAAQS)  by  1982,  before  construction  of  the  CSOC  begins. 

In  summary,  the  long  range  transportation  plans  for  Great  Falls  could  adequately 
accomodate  either  Option  A  or  Option  B  of  the  CSOC  proposal. 


James  W.  Hahn,  Chief 
Planning  &  Research  Bureau 


JWH:0WC:dk:8L 

cc:  Homer  Wheeler 
Bill  Cloud 
Bret  Brunner 
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State  of  New  Mexico 

OrriCE  OP  The  GOVERNOR 

Santa  Fe 

87503 


Bruce  King 

goveonou 

December  II ,  1980 

■;:e  Honorable  Hans  Mark 
fee rotary  of  Air  Fore* 
f  fire  of  the  3e  .-rotr-ry  of  Air  Forre 
'  er.tagon 

Washington ,  1.0.  20330 

Tear  secretary  Mark : 

Darios  .'tern,  ?h.D. 

"•O,  ’iry  ’’t  t'nvironment  ana  Jsfety 

:hi.-  let:  t;r  serves  "o  transmit  the  Abate  hew  Mexico's  response  to  the 
'..raft  tv  ir  or.  most  a  -  Impact  ft  at  "'rent  i'-'C)  :‘cr  the  Ooiorado  Springs  siting 
■f  the  ’or.solidate'i  Or.ace  per  at  ion  ''enter  : 

<-.r  the  .utter.,  '  wish  tc  point  eat  that  the  Hew  Mexico  Congressional  Delegation 
ar.  i  :  fee  1  very  strongly  that  the  ;:i'c  project  is  vital  to  our  national  defense 
ana  fi^i;,  ieservir.*  of  our  twy-rt.  We  feel  equally  strongly  that  nothing 
thru::  Ip  tone  ‘oierated  that  will  unnecessarily  impede  its  progress:  rather, 
a!  :i(...p-;-'iry  step.-  *houUi  be  taken  to  facilitate  tr.at  progress . 

:  >*st  interests  those  <  ;  je-tives ,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
;;  a:  1  tne  ".raft  -if  r  f  "tober  1980.  in  its  analysis  of  alternative 

cl*.--c,  'ire  ■  -,v ire that  some  important  aspects  were  not  considered,  some 
i  p;at  iy  r  reate  l .  and  some  mistakenly  assessed. 

ew  Mexico's  substantive  response.  We  submit  it  ir  the 
1  "  decision  makers  in  arriving  at  the  most  accurate 
the  most  valid  judgments  in  the  most  expeditious  manner 

i  ':.co  rerpectfui ly  request  the  -*ar  iy  opportunity  for  a  forum  that  will  permit, 
hew  'exi''-'  to  address  the  operational  considerations  affecting  the  selection  of 
t..e  -  '  '  oite.  11.'  r.  a.;  s  •  the  issues,  both  operational  and  environmental, 

save  been  ful'y  an.  ■-  i  ve  ay  extaoreu,  i  am  convinced  that  New  Mexico's 

si  -  icn  as  the*  i  r  "eminent  '.'so  si4e  will  emerge  clearly. 
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Introduction 


This  document  is  submitted  in  response  to  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  on  the  Colorado  Springs  location  for  the  Consolidated 
Space  Operations  Center  ( CSOC ) .  It  directly  addresses  key  issues  which  either 
have  not  been  considered  in  the  Draft  EIS  or  which  we  deem  to  have  been 
inadequately  treated  ana/or  mistakenly  assessed. 

The  sequence  of  issues  presented  i>fp  follows  the  sequence  contained 
in  the  Draft  EIS,  and  every  effort  has  been  exerted  to  make  all  comparisons 
and  contrasts  as  direct  and  relevant  as  possible.  Where  social  and  economic 
factors  are  addressed  in  the  Draft  EIS  or  where  they  are  not  addressed  but 
suggest  themselves  strongly  for  consideration,  they  are  responded  to  or  raisea 
herein.  However,  no  attempt  is  made  at  a  cost/ber.efit  comparative  analysis 
between  the  Colorado  Springs  location  and  the  41'ouquerque  location  in  either 
the  social  or  economic  realms. 

Similarly,  all  operational  considerations,  vital  as  they  may  be  to  the 
lecisions  on  location  and  site  selections  for  the  CSCC,  are  alluded  to  or 
addressed  herein  only  when  and  to  the  extent  that  the  Draft  EIS  raises  such 
considerations.  Again,  no  -attempt  is  made  at  a  cost/benefit  comparative 
analysis  between  the  two  locations  with  respect  to  operational  considerations. 

Dhe  following  matrix  r-hart  aims  at  provi  j.ng  an  overvi*  ■  of  the  net 
val  jes  *  hat  might  :«  associated  with  the  set  of  er.vi  rwrc  si  ,  social  ,  ana 
eoono-i  •  >a;;.vrns  related  to  the  issues  set  forth  in  the  Draft  EIS.  It  make? 
t  effcr*  to  quantify  -hese  concerns;  rather,  it  attempts  to  provide 
some  relative  values  related  to  the  specific  comments  contained  in  the 
cody  of  this  document  and  to  iirect  attention  to  those  issues  find  considerations 
ieservinr  of  further  exploration. 
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CSOC  MATRIX  CHART 


.  e  cun  r- 


Vfniie  security  is  a  crucial  element  in  the  r'SOC  eor.si  ieration ,  it  i. 
t  i one i  only  briefly  in  the  I  raft  MIC.  neither  the  environmental  nor 
economic  costs  associated  therewith  s  addressee. 


it  r.i.-K .  ana  Air  rorce  case,  tne  entire  Coot  installation  wouiu  be 
rurrounuo  :  iy  a  o.osed  site,  government-owned  and  centre. led,  and  cor:r  *e*ei 
rur-rounded  by  existing  fences  and/or  patrol  roans.  lo  tire  north,  the  1  ar.za 
.contains ,  rising  -'500  feet,  ore  completely  surrounded  by  quadruple 
’er.’ir.r  ,  tne  buildings  would  be  within  that  fencing;  the  antenna  fit-id 

y-o-uir*-  its  own  aiiiticnai  fencing). 

T  h'-1  .’cut:.  Ls  ‘.he  ish'-ta  Indian  F-uebic ;  to  the  --est  is  uj'.c'cupiei 
-.eon;  ur: ;  *  tne  ear*.  ar“  unoccupied  rugged  mountains  rising  to  "110  feet, 

-  cut  .  le  :  . cue  )  epartmer.t  of  Energy,  with  ;  or  t.  ions  formally  wi  indrawn 
'rem  cuter  Ic  the  northwest  lies  fandia  national  laboratories, 

■  one  urrier  I--:. our  guard,  within  Kirtiaad's  own  fences  a:.: 


i.rlty  f  .rces  at  both  Kirtlar.d  and  San.iia  ecui-i  be  called  as  tack- 


would  be  estabi  ishec 


response  time  wcu.  ;  . e 


r  :er  f  1  ic  lb  minutes,  force  elements  of  n.-.e  »,.h.iq jerque  po.  i 
i.  :  •■v;  u.  :  wi  ui.Ir.  •••')  ro  afi  minutes.  Ii.e  1 .  i  •  ary  .-.iriift  "'un-s.; 

■  1  i.o  re  :  ,ror:  in  an  emerge:,  -y  .  much  as  they  us  ic 

tin  r«u  ••.»••  w.-rx  now.  '1  he  lew  Mexico  "laticnni  1-  jari  armory  .  c  w.  •  : 

f  -  :•«  \”  i  i 'ration ,  an:  the  "lew  Vexi  e  •  Air  hat.  i  or.a  t  iuar  : 

1  i‘  '.  i  'h*  ■*  ■;  .  i  pr:.f‘i-t  u girtiana  ran,;. . 

upon:-:-  ‘nut  no  s-  ■  ■  r  i  ty  c.y. .  of  any  kir.n  cur  -er.r.  iy  exists  at.  the 
pear  'niorado  Irincc  an-:  that,  both  r>r  i  many  ana  secondary 


•  —  c  W'uj .  i  a- 


ue  :  rov  ;  ie. 


i'i:c  . ; 'u:'. c  -oediti  -ns  appear  to  obtain  with  reape-",  to  fire  protection: 
c-'P'  near  V.  'g-r-ric  :if  rings  erst.  i  r« .  y  ia-kc  su  provision, 

can-  '  inr.zanu  Area  'onto  ins  a  fui  ly-equip!  e«i  an:  -pemtional  fire 

*  :,a'  in  ireiy  adequate  *  '  serve  the  '’rC1.'. 
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Land  Use  Policy  Issues 


The  Environmental  impact  Statement  identified  no  land  use  policy 
problems  associated  with  Kirtland  as  a  location  for  0E00.  The  i'ase 
cooperates  with  both  State  and  Vi  idle  hie  Grand  planning  agencies  to 
prohibit  pollutants  and  uses  detrimental  to  jointly  determined  goals.  Do 
scu.ir.g  is  requires;  no  private  developments  threaten’  no  controls  and  regula¬ 
tions  ore  involve  i;  iistant  extension  of  local  services  is  not  required’  no 
far::. it.-*  and  grating  interests  are  affected;  no  cooperation  among  State, 

•sunty  or  local  officials  needs  to  be  initiated  because  it  has  been  in 
existence  for  some  time. 

The  ’oloradc.  Springs'  policy  is  to  discourage  annexation  and  provision 
■ f  -ervices  oui.siue  the  current  Planning  Area;  it  particularly  discourages 
••as*. war  :  expansion  because  of  adverse  effects  upon  the  municipal  airport 
ar. ;  air  pollution.  In  addition  to  the  City,  both  the  El  Paso  County  and 

like's  Peak  ‘-.rea  Council  of  governments  concur  in  this  policy.  Because 
tr.e  area  chosen  for  '  is  aloe  ur,  i  corporate  :  county  land,  there  are  at 
present  no  sonir.s  regulations  to  prevent  unregulated  development. 

It  is  publi"  information  that  because  of  the  development  concerns  in 
a:.:  ar* uni  Colorado  firings  the  department  of  Housing  and  b'rban  Developr.ent 
is  gpor.scring,  tnrou.-h  the  Pike’s  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments,  a  detailed 
•vr.-ir  ••im.ent.al  analysis,  which  Is  currently  ir.  process.  That  analysis  should 
:  ’  :  rreinte:  with  the  '  '"•af*  PIT. 
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land  Acquisition  Issues 


: here  are  absolutely  no  lain  acquisition  coots  associated  with  locating 
t:.e  at  Kirtiand  Air  Force  base.  All  band  Is  government  property, 

leased  for  several  decades  to  various  aspects  of  defense  and  energy 
programs  involving  research  and  development ,  field  and  laboratory 
testing,  an  i  management  and  administration .  rights-of-way,  easements, 

: :  or  erases  are  required  for  special  facilities,  new  structures, 

t raj'. sport. at. ior.  extensions,  communication  lines,  buffer  zones,  or  visual 

aesthetics. 

The  acquisition  of  land  near  Colorado  Springs  for  the  "30 C  would 
remove  public  lands  from  agricultural  production  and  would  entail  a 
p_.Ll.lv  cost  Ir.  acquisition  an  1  transfer.  Future  expansion  of  the  site 
■tu.l  be  restricted,  aepending  on  the  availability  of  contiguous  property 
av.u  tne  costs  thereof,  when  such  expansion  may  be  deemed  necessary  or 
.ecirahle.  ho  such  constraints  exist  with  respect  to  the  Mar.zano  Area 
l-lirtlani  Air  Force  Base. 

questions  related  to  rights-of-way ,  easements,  and  other  rights, 
such  as  water  rights,  have  not  been  addressed  in  the  Draft  EIS. 
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Archaeological  Issues 

At  Xirtlan-.i,  four  sites  identified  have  marginal  historical  interest, 
only  from  the  first  two  decades  of  the  20th  century.  Sven  if  the 
e  should  determine  that  one  of  these  sites  nearest  to  the  proposed 
..ity  is  worth  preserving  for  eventual  exploration  in  depth,  it  can 
roteoteu  by  moaest  fencing  or  by  layout  design  of  the  antenna  field 
revent  d isturbar.ee . 

;he  1,'raft  SIo  notes:  "An  archaeological  survey  of  the  CSOC  sites 
.’dorado  Springs)  has  not  been  performed  to-date..." 
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Visual  Impact  Issues 


•Art, and  Air  Force  base  has  not  only  5^,000  acres  dedicated  to  its  own 
..ses  and  those  of  its  tenants,  but  also  enjoys  a  surround  of  vacant  mesa, 

!'•:  -  -e  •  mountains,  I CK-withdravn  areas,  an  Indian  reservation,  and  the 

Ann  ;:a  Triplet  bnildin.'s  and  test  sites  which  further  isolate  the  area 

;  acres  repaired  for  the  CSOC  facility  and  antenna  field  are 
us  „•  , A  ■  by  comparison.  Located  almost  in  the  center  of  this  vast  acreage, 

'  s.ey  vo  1 1  :  present  absolutely  no  visual  impact:  lost  among  the  lower 
;n  ;ulat;enu  the  mesa,  dravfed  by  the  mountains,  barely  visible  to  even  the 
ailed  eye  from  distant  public  access  (if  one  could  find  a  clear  line-of-sight / . 
'.here  is  certainly  no  need  for  landscaping  to  hide  either  buildings  or  the 
antenna  field. 

'n  the  other  hand,  the  proposed  sites  near  Colorado  Springs  would  be  visible 

tc  the  public  for  many  miles  in  and  around  Highway  gk  and  Hnooh  Head, 

r'urther,  these  sites  will  be  readily  accessible  to  the  general  public, 
cun  ilticn  that  would  not  exist  on  Kirtland  Air  Force  Base. 

....  serious  related  concern  is  that  of  vandalism.  The  Draft  EIS 
indicates  that  the  CHOC  antenna  field  would  be  within  1,000  feet  of  the 
security  fence,  from  which  a  high-powered  rifle  could  easily  do  great 
iamare  to  the  facility.  At  Kirtland,  no  such  opportunity  presents  itself. 


1 11-57 


Seismic  Issues 

Although  a  portion  of  New  Mexico  is  within  seismic  zone  2  (moderate 
-e ;  ,  and  although  Socorro  (some  70  miles  south  of  Albuquerque)  is  the  earth- 
mase  "center"  of  the  State,  these  facts  did  not  deter  construction  of  the 
Very  Large  Array  of  radio  telescopes  some  forty  miles  due  west  of  Socorro. 

■it  mis  facility,  along  three  axes  of  Y  shape  (with  an  effective  radius  of 
i  •  -.ilea),  twenty-seven  huge  telescopes  are  computer-oriented  to  target  points 
in  stellar  space  to  within  a  fraction  of  a  second  of  arc,  and  input  data  are 
timed  for  reduction  from  the  nearest  to  the  furthest  telescope  within  billionths 


a  second. 


Traffic  Issues 


Increase!  vehicular  traffic  from  civilians  employed  at  CSCC 
would  cause  but  a  slight  increase  in  congestion  at  the  Base  because 
hi rt land  has  five  entrances  to  accommodate  employees  arriving  from 
all  points  of  the  compass.  The  Base  now  staggers  traffic,  with  the  Air 
Force  contingent  working  from  7:20  am  to  It : 00  pm  and  Sandia  Laboratories 
working  from  3:00  am  to  2:30  pm. 

Contractors  typically  start  their  work  crews  earlier  and  schedule 
quitting  times  earlier.  Trucks  hauling  wet  mix  or  prestressed  girders 
are  scheduled  to  arrive  at  non-peak  times.  Contractor  personnel  have 
a  special  entrance  on  Eubank  Avenue  for  obtaining  clearances  and 
.'ar.aia  guard  escorts. 

01 nee  Base  housing  is  available  for  the  military  staff  who  might 
be  employee  at  they  would  not  much  contribute  to  traffic  pressures. 

There  wou.i  be  some  short-lived,  peak-time  congestion  along  Pennsylvania 
Avenue  inside  the  Base,  where  traffic  from  three  directions  would  converge 
on  its  way  to  the  i'anzano  site;  but  there  is  sufficient  length  of  roadway 
to  prevent  back-up  to  Base  entrances.  There  are  off-road  parking  areas 
tc  accommodate  vehicles  that  on  occasion  would  have  to  give  right-of-way 
to  munitions  convoys. 

1:  reduce  traffic  impacts,  Sandia  uses  its  own  buses  to  transport 
•‘trioyees  to  ret  to  sites  in  the  direction  of  the  proposed  CSOC:  they 
■re  returnee  to  Sana! a  parking  lots  and  offices  in  time  to  leave  with 
-there  with  wh'-m  they  may  be  sharing  rides.  About  55  percent  of  Sandia 
Staff  are  it;  ri-i«-nharing  programs. 

.-.t  Soiorauo  Springs,  present  peak-hour  congestion  at  the  Highway 
/  Betorsor.  Road  intersection  will  be  increased  by  CSOC  traffic  and  may 
require  the  addition  of  a  lane  for  either  northbound  or  westbound  traffic. 

•-nk  ?.or,e-i.;  -work  traffic  entering  Highway  9;*  from  the  CSOC  site  access 
:•<  uu  Ct/u-n  Road)  will  require  a  traffic  control  device  to  enable  vehicles 
to  enter  tut  nigriway  safely.  Because  all  CSOC  traffic  would  use  this 
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Traffic  Issues  (Continued) 


entrance  (8l0  vehicles  at  start  and  close  of  work  and  shift  changes), 
congestion  will  be  significant.  A  right-turn  lane  on  Highway  94  at 
the  site  access  road  will  be  needed.  Two  miles  of  Enoch  Road  (the  site 
access  road)  will  require  paving  to  prevent  total  suspended  particulate 
increases  and  to  prevent  erosion  and  inconvenience  in  inclement  weather. 

While  the  environmental  aspects  of  traffic  have  been  adequately 
addressed  in  the  Draft  EIS,  the  same  cannot  be  said  for  economic  considerations. 

The  CSOC  sites  proposed  at  Colorado  Springs  would  require  expensive  road 
improvements  to  accommodate  the  associated  traffic.  It  is  conservatively  estimate 
that  the  necessary  improvements  would  cost  $700,000. 

In  addition,  it  is  estimated  that  the  longer  average  travel  distances  in 
Colorado  Springs  would  result  in  additional  vehicle  operating  costs  exceeding 
$1000  per  day,  in  large  measure  for  gasoline,  for  personal  traveling  to  and 
from  the  CSOC  sites. 
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The  east-west  traffic  that  would  be  generated  to  the  proposed 
site  east  of  Colorado  Springs  would  create  a  new  burden  of  pollutants  in 
the  amount  of  .2  percent,  whereas  the  amount  estimated  at  Albuquerque  would 
be  . lU  percent.  Albuquerque's  air  quality  environment  for  carbon  monoxide  above 
9ppm  would  not  improve  with  increased  traffic,  but  the  tons  of  such 
emmissions  from  vehicles  would  be  fewer  than  at  Colorado  Springs  (523  tons 
versus  536).  However,  the  impact  of  such  emmissions  in  either  location 
would  be  minimal. 


Meteorological  Issues 


The  annual  rainfall  in  Albuquerque  averages  7.*+  inches  (half  that 
of  Colorado  Springs),  with  snowfall  at  9-2  inches  (one-fourth  that  of 
Colorado  Springs).  Mean  average  temperature  is  8  degrees  higher.  The 
recorded  extreme  minimum  is  10  degrees  higher.  In  Albuquerque,  the 
mean  minimum  is  below  freezing  for  only  three  months  (versus  six  for 
Colorado  Springs).  With  such  small  amounts  of  humidity  and  fewer  lower 
temperatures,  it  is  not  often  that  Albuquerque  suffers  from  a  damaging 
ice  storm  ir.  winter  or  from  an  area-wide  downpour  in  summer.  Moderate 
fog  may  occur  once  or  twice  a  year  for  a  very  short  early  morning  period 
in  Albuquerque  versus  18  average  occurrences  at  Colorado  Springs. 

The  climatic  conditions  strongly  suggest  that  fewer  man-hours  of  work 
■are  lost  in  the  Albuquerque  area  than  in  Southern  Colorado. 

Because  Albuquerque  receives  over  75  percent  of  the  possible  solar 
energy  available,  it  is  fast  becoming  a  center  for  the  commercial  and 
residential  adoption  of  passive  and  active  solar  systems  for  hot  water 
and  whole-building  heating. 
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Transportation  Issues 


ai 


One  advantage  of  ic cation  in  Albuquerque  is  the  number  of  direct 
rline  flights  to  various  major  cities  that  might  require  personal 
aison,  as  the  table  below  illustrates: 


Albuquerque 

Colorado  ; 

1 03  Aiureles 

9  Flights 

0  Flights 

Chicago 

h  Flights 

1  Flight 

Jan  Franc ioco 

2  Flights 

0  Flights 

b'Ciii  as 

16  Flights 

0  Flights 

Atlanta 

3  Flights 

0  Flights 

leaver 

12  Flights 

l6  Flights 

Jt  Louis 

1  Flight 

0  Flights 

Kansas  City 

1  Flight 

0  Flights 

las  Veras 

2  Flights 

0  Flights 

11  Faso 

6  Flights 

0  Flights 

Phoenix 

5  Flights 

0  Flights 

The  major  air  carriers  in  Albuquerque  are  American,  TWA,  Eastern, 
ontier,  iont inental ,  Texas  International  and  Southwest.  The  major  carriers 
rving  Toior&do  Springs  are  TWA,  Frontier,  Continental,  and  Braniff. 

For  Washington  and  Houston,  these  flights  with  stops  are  available: 


Houston : 
r.e  Ttcr 
Two  stops 
one  Connection 


Washington: 
One  Jtop 


Albuquerque  Colorado  Springs 

3  Flights  1  Flight 


2  Flights 
13  Flights 


0  Flights 
9  Flights 

(i8  flights  including 
commuter  airlines) 


1  Flights  0  Flights 


one  Connection 


20  Flights  7  Flights 

(15  flights  including 
commuter  airlines) 
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Utility  Issues  (Continued) 


Electricity :  'The  Draft  EIS  addresses  the  availability  of  adequate  electric 

power  at  both  Colorado  Springs  and  Albuquerque.  At  first  glance,  both 
locations  appear  to  have  the  capacity  to  serve  a  CSCC  installation, and, 
if  short-term  availability  of  electric  power  were  the  only  consideration, 
either  site  would  do.  However,  electrical  capacity,  reserve  margins,  capital 
expenditures,  and  future  customer  costs  for  electric  power  should  also  be 
ocnsid erea . 

Mountain  View  Electric  Cooperative  (MV)  is  a  distribution  co-op  whose  power 
is  supplied  by  Cristate  Generation  and  Transmission  (TGT).  TGT's  major  source 
of  power  is  WAFA  (Hydroelectric) — see  Exhibit  I.  The  inexpensive  hydr j  power 
transmitted  by  WAFA  to  TGT  is  limited  to  550  megawatts  in  the  summer  peak 
nr. i  -GO  megawatts  in  the  winter  peak.  These  are  the  maximum  limits  available 
from  WAFA  to  TGT.  Additional  power  demands  placed  cn  MV  and,  in  turn,  on  TGT 
vi_.  have  tc  be  met  by  more  expensive  oil,  gas,  and/or  coal  generation 
or  by  purchased  power.  In  the  long  run,  this  could  well  translate  into 
higher  rates  for  ail  MV  customers. 

the  ctner  hand ,  Public  Service  Company  of  New  Mexico  (PNM),  which 
serves  Albuquerque  and  Kirtland  AFB,  generates  electric  power  from  its  own 
coal-fired  power  plants,  transmits  the  power  to  its  customers  throughout  the 
'tate  of  New  Mexico.  This  summer  PNM  reached  a  system  electrical  peak  of 
y.  me. 'awaits  wr.ile  maintaining  generating  capacity  of  1,266  megawatts. 

The  location  of  tr.e  CIV  C  in  Colorado  Springs  might  creat  difficulties 
for  MV,  as  it  wouli  require  approximately  a  30  percent  increase  in  demand  and 
a  oarailel  increase  of  6'f  percent  in  kilowatt  hours.  A  demand  such  as  CSOC 
w-.u.  i  create  r.o  liff  ieuities  for  PNM.  The  CSOC  power  requirements  would 
represent  only  .  percent  of  the  total  demand  on  the  PNM  system. 

TGT  has  been  reluctant  so  far  to  fire  up  its  more  expensive  oil  plants 
except  wnen  purchase  power  has  been  unavailable.  The  reticence  places  an 
additional  burner  on  the  entire  region's  supply  and  raises  TGT's  cost  of  power. 

In  the  other  sand,  coal  fuels  85  percent  of  PNM's  power  generators  for 
its  customers  ir.  Mew  Mexico.  PNM  is  also  participating  as  part  owner  it. 
the  Palo  Verde  Nuclear  power  station  near  Phoenix  and,  in  Mew  Mexico,  is 
constructing  n  .■•■■otherma  L  hot  water  generator  and  a  pumped  storage  facility 
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Utility  Issues  (Continued) 


Electricity  Pont  Limed :  and  is  planning  a  2,000  megawatt  coal-fired  generator 
to  be  star tea  in  the  mid-1980s  and  completed  within  a  decade. 

In  late  1979,  when  TOT  placed  its  Craig  I  and  II  coal-fired  power  plants 
into  operation,  w'APA  supplied  spinning  reserves  to  TGT  on  an  almost  daily 
basis — due  to  short  falls  at  the  above  mentioned  plants — at  a  cost  of  nine 
to  ten  times  the  ongoing  contract  price.  At  that  time,  TGT's  reserve  margins 
were  estimated  at  under  5  percent  of  capacity.  By  contrast,  t'J”'s  reserve 
margins  '.are  above  industry  standards.  Since  PNM  has  been  successful  in 
licensing  new  power  plants  in  a  timely  manner,  PNM’s  reserve  margins  range 
between  20  percent  and  70  percent  for  the  foreseeable  future.  These  exceptional 
reserve  margins  coupled  with  PNM’s  excellent  reliability  index  point  to  a  wholly 
adequate  .and  reliable  source  of  electrical  power  for  the  CS0C  in  Albuquerque. 

As  rates,  "0?  rates  have  increased  at  an  annual  average  of  approximately 

.  :  percent  in  the  period  197**  to  date,  liven  that  history,  there  is  no  reason  to 
Ve.ieve  that  the  currently  low  MV  electric  rates  will  prevail  in  the  Colorado 
Springs  area.  A.s  the  region's  demand  for  power  increases  requiring  further 
veneration,  ef  _.i-~,  gas-  and/or  coal-fired  electricity,  this  rate  structure  will 
have  to  be  adjusted  upward  to  cover  costs.  On  the  other  hand,  PNM  projects 
that  its  rate  will  be  well  below  the  rate  of  inflation  for  the  next  five 
years  and  not  a.-ove  the  rate  of  inflation  beyond  then  for  the  foreseeable 
future . 

The  figures  11s: mi  below  detail  the  capital  costs  involved  in  bringing 
;  .we"  to  the  A:  b..uaerq  ue  site  and  to  the  Colorado  Springs  site. 


1  ransmissi  t  s. 

.  usstatioih  .  , 


_ hlrtiand  APB _ 

$187,000  to  $  750,000 
•: 726, 000  to  ■:  1,160,000 
3913,000  to  31,919,000 


_ Peterson  APB _ 

3  375,000  to  $1,650,000 
31, **92, OOP  to  $2,320,000 
$1,827,000  to  33,970,000 


Average 


$1,412,000 


$2,900,000 
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Utility  Issues 

Water :  In  Albuquerque,  CSOC  site  could  be  partially  supplied  with  water 

from  underground  wells  at  Kirtland.  Preferable,  however,  would  be  the 
use  of  Albuquerque  City  sources.  An  extension  of  about  half  a  mile  would 
be  required  from  the  existing  service  point  at  Manzano,  unless  a  storage 
tank  at  the  antenna  site  would  not  be  feasible,  in  which  case,  2.5  miles 
of  line  would  have  to  be  added. 

Assuming  that  the  half-mile  extension  will  be  sufficient  at  Albuquerque 
and  that  the  Colorado  Springs  service  would  require  a  three-mile  extension, 
the  cost  differential  in  favor  of  the  Albuquerque  location  would  be  about 
a  third  of  a  million  dollars.  In  addition,  in  terms  of  monthly  usage, 
Albuquerque  residents  pay  $9.9**  for  2U  units,  whereas  those  outside  city 
limits  pay  $13.83;  compared  with  Colorado  Springs  costs  of  $20.28  and 
$30.80,  respectively.  Moveover,  Kirtland  negotiates  rates  that  are  even 
lower  than  those  that  City  residents  pay. 

Concerns  expressed  in  the  land  acquisition  section  of  this  response 
are  also  important  to  note.  Clearly  the  expenditure  of  public  monies  would 
be  far  less  in  Albuquerque  than  in  Colorado  Springs,  both  for  capital 
improvements  and  for  operating  costs  with  respect  both  to  the 
CSOC  and  to  the  associated  housing. 
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Utility  Issues  (Continued) 

Natural  Gas :  In  Albuquerque,  service  to  U.S.  government  installations 
over  the  three  months  of  August,  September,  and  October  of  1980  averaged 
$0.2967  per  Therm  per  month,  plus  a  service  charge  of  $310  per  month. 

Service  by  the  Gas  Company  of  New  Mexico  (a  commercial  firm)  is  predicated 
on  a  proven  reserve  sufficient  for  18  to  20  years,  with  continued  develop¬ 
ment  expected  to  extend  well  beyond  this  projection.  Either  a  four-inch 
or  a  six-inch  steel  gas  main  could  be  extended  to  the  proposed  site  from 
the  existing  Kirtland  service  main  (a  distance  of  four  miles). 

At  Colorado  Springs  the  extension  would  be  6.5  miles  minimum  (13 
miles  if  the  City  is  the  supplier).  Assuming  costs  of  $39,830  per  mile 
for  four-inch  pipe  and  $68,331  for  six-inch  pipe,  the  cost  differentials  in 
favor  of  Albuquerque  are  $99,575  for  the  2.5  shorter  miles  of  four-inch 
pipe  and  $170,827  for  the  six-inch  pipe;  and  (in  the  case  of  City  supply) 
$258,395  for  the  6-5  shorter  miles  of  four-inch  pipe  and  $U1*1,151  for  the 
six-inch  pipe. 

Therefore,  assuming  that  because  of  the  distances  involved  the 
Colorado  Springs  site  would  require  a  six-inch  gas  line  and  the  Kirtland 
site  would  require  a  l+-inch  gas  line.  The  additional  capital  expense  for 
natural  gas  at  Colorado  Springs  would  be  between  $170,827  and  $28U,831. 

Since  it  has  not  yet  been  determined  which  gas  Company  would  serve  the  CS0C 
site  in  Colorado  Springs,  no  rate  figures  are  available  for  comparasion  with 
tncse  of  Kirtland  Air  Force  Base. 


83 


II 1-68 


Cost  of  Living  Issues 

The  cost-of-living  indexes  of  both  Albuquerque  and  Colorado  Springs 
are  below  the  national  average.  Colorado  Springs  shows  an  advantage 
of  2.5  percent  lower  cost  of  living;  but  because  of  sampling  errors, 
any  percentage  lower  than  3  percent  is  regarded  as  insignificant. 

To  adjust  the  percentage,  see  the  water  rates  and  waste  treatment  rates 
in  the  Utilities  section  of  this  reponse,  which  are  not  included  in  cost-of- 
living  indexes.  The  figures  were  obtained  from  the  American  Chamber  of 
Commerce  Research  Association. 

Tax  rates  in  the  two  communities  are  quite  different.  Albuquerque's 
retail  sales  tax  rate  is  25  percent  lower  than  Colorado  Springs.  Individual 
income  tax  rates  favor  New  Mexico  over  Colorado  Springs  by  over  200  percent 
at  the  lower  end  and  continues  to  favor  New  Mexico  through  six-digit  salaries. 


Comparison  of  Taxes  in 

Colorado  Springs 

and  Albuquerque 

Albuquerque 

Colorado  Springs 

Retail  Sales  Tax 

State 

3-75% 

3.00% 

City 

0.25% 

2.00% 

Total 

h.00% 

5.00% 

State  Individual 

Income  Tax 

0.8%  on  less 
$1,000  to  9% 
$100,000 

than  2^%  on  $1,000  or 

over  less  to  8%  over 

$10,000 

Property  Tax  Mill  Levy 

57.36 

78.38 

Assessment  Rate 

33.33% 

30.00% 
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School  Issues 


Compared  with  Colorado  Springs'  15,  Albuquerque  operates  but  one  public 
school  district,  consisting  of  74  elementary  schools,  22  middle  schools, 
10  high  schools,  and  6  alternative  schools.  Over  700  portable  class¬ 
rooms  are  inventoried  by  the  district  to  adapt  rapidly  to  changing 
student  enrollment  at  any  grade  level.  A  $6  million  bond  issue  that 
passed  in  1980  ensures  continuation  of  school  building  enhancements  and 
construction.  It  should  be  noted  that  Albuquerque  has  passed  all  26 
previous  bond  issues  for  its  public  schools. 

A  uniform  statewide  per  pupil  funding  formula  ensures  equitable  funding 
for  any  neighborhood  that  might  be  chosen  for  living  by  a  CSOC  employee 
with  school  children.  Eighty-five  percent  of  school  costs  are  financed 
from  a  state  general  fund  into  which  tax  revenues  would  funnel  from  a 
CSOC  population.  Modest  additional  federal  funds  could  be  generated  for 
the  local  school  district,  but  these  are  not  essential  for  progress.  By 
1982  to  1984,  expected  decline  in  school  population  will  create  ample 
space  and  facilities  for  any  increase  in  population. 

In  the  area  of  higher  education,  Colorado  Springs  offers  a  branch  of  the 
University  of  Colorado,  one  private  business  college,  and  a  community 
college.  The  University  of  Colorado  branch  in  Colorado  Springs  offers 
graduate  degrees  in  business  administration,  education,  and  public 
affairs,  but  none  in  science,  technology,  or  engineering. 

The  University  of  New  Mexico  main  campus  is  located  in  Albuquerque.  The 
University  offers  graduate  degrees  through  che  post-doctoral  level  in 
all  engineering  areas  and  in  public  affairs,  humanities,  science,  and 
business  management. 

The  University  of  Albuquerque  is  a  four-year  college  offering  under¬ 
graduate  degrees  in  business,  criminal  justice,  science,  education,  and 
humanities,  and  certificated  programs  in  nursing,  medical  technology, 
and  police  science. 
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II  I- 70 


The  Albuquerque  Technical-Vocational  Institute  (T-VI)  is  a  hands-on 
school  where  technical  skills  are  taught  in  electronics,  accounting, 
mechanics,  office  services,  refrigeration,  and  air  conditioning,  etc. 
In  cooperation  with  the  University  of  New  Mexico,  T-VI  will  soon  offer  a 
general  college  course  of  study  leading  to  two-year  technical  degrees. 
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Labor  Availability  Issues 


The  Draft  EIS  assumes  that  all  personnel,  including  construction 
workers,  will  be  brought  in  from  outside  the  locales  studied.  A  more 
realistic  view  would  be  that  most  of  the  people  will  be  hired  from 
the  local  community.  Albuquerque  has  a  civilian  labor  force  of  208,000, 
of  which  17,900  or  8.6  percent  are  unemployed.  Colorado  Springs  has  a 
civilain  labor  force  of  125,000,  of  which  5,375  or  h.3  percent  are  unemployed. 
Therefore,  almost  three  times  the  number  of  workers  are  available  in 
Albuquerque  for  construction  and  services  employment. 

Even  with  the  reduction  in  employment  of  1,300  that  may  result  from  the 
Colorado  Springs  ADC0M  realignment  before  FY  1983  added  to  the  5,375  now 
unemployed  in  Colorado  Springs,  there  would  still  be  11,225  more  persons 
unemployed  in  Albuquerque.  Drawing  against  that  considerably  larger  labor 
pool  in  Albuquerque ,  and  thereby  helping  to  meet  the  correspondingly  greater 
employment  needs,  the  CS0C  facility  would  generate  2,000  primary  jobs 
and  create  many  secondary  employment  opportunities  for  local  residents. 


Purported  Savings  issues 

Material  supplied  b.y  the  late  U.G.  Congressman  Harold  Runnels 
details  the  comparative  construction  cost  at  both  locations.  It  is 
difficult  to  ascertain  whether  the  summary  figures  include  pavements, 
utilities,  and  other  quantifiable  elements,  or  whether  only  the  principal 
structures  and  the  antenna  field  are  represneted.  Assuming  that  all 
the  elements  have  been  included,  one  notes  that  while  the  site  at  Kirtland 
would  cost  $11.9  million  less  than  at  Colorado  Springs,  the  advantages 
of  co-location  with  existing  facilities  near  Colorado  Springs  (3PAD0C)  are 
claimed  to  save  $17  million  over  a  ten-year  period  as  a  consequence  of 
projected  sharing  of  common  support  equipment  and  manpower. 

Neglected  in  this  comparison  is  the  present  value  of  money.  The  $17 
million  in  savings  in  operation  and  maintenance  over  a  ten-year  period  for 
a  facility  at  Colorado  Springs  (equivalent  of  $1.7  million  per  year)  has  a  present 
value  of  $11.5  million.  This  amount,  when  compared  to  a  capital  investment 
savings  in  favor  of  Kirtland  AFB  of  $11.7  million,  renders  both  locations 
equivalent  in  terms  of  cost. 

Regarding  the  close  coordination  issue,  what  is  important  is  that  the 
communications  are  basically  electronic  and  there  is  no  paritcular  advantage 
in  being  within  20  miles  of  SPADOC — or  within  bOO  miles.  It  is  highly 
improbable,  if  not  impossible,  that  a  shared  terminal  will  be  feasible;  it 
is  virtually  certain  that  two  DSCS  terminals  would  become  fact  at  Colorado 
3pr ings . 

The  necessity  for  a  dedicated  computer  installation  is  evident  wherever 
the  facility  is  located.  The  amount  of  data  and  the  priority  that  may  have 
to  be  attached  to  its  reduction  and  analysis  would  prohibit  any  shared 
arrangement  with  another  agency  that  might  have  equally  important  demands 
upon  the  system,  or  that,  as  the  owner-controller ,  would  simply  usurp  capacity 
for  perceived  primary  needs. 

It  is  also  not  likely  that  there  are  any  scarce  manpower  resources 
available  for  easy  transfer  to  the  operations  of  the  CSOC.  Where  are  the 
excess  forces  to  be  found  if  not  at  some  currently  over -manned  operation? 
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State  Clearinghouse 


State  Cartographer 
State  Demographer 
Land  Use  Commission 
208  Water  Quality 


Department  of  Local  Affairs 
Colorado  Division  of  Planning 

Philip  H.  Schmuck,  Director 


Richard  D.  Lamm,  Governor 


MEMORANDUM 


DATE: 

TO: 


FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


December  18,  1980 


Steve  Ellis 
Colorado  Clearinghouse 


Philip  H.  Schmuck 
Division  of  Planning 


<2? 


Of 


Department  of  Air  Force,  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center 
#80-156 


The  Division  of  Planning  has  reviewed  that  portion  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Consolidated  Space  Operation  Center  that  pertains 
to  the  preferred  alternative  near  Colorado  Springs.  The  Draft  EIS  appears 
to  raise  the  major  issues  that  are  likely  to  occur  with  the  prospect  of  up 
to  6,100  additional  persons  in  <he  Colorado  Springs  area. 

While  realizing  that  6,100  persons  is  a  worst  case  situation,  the  Division 
is  concerned  about  the  brief  consideration  given  to  mitigation  measures 
especially  in  the  areas  of  housing,  land  use,  and  transportation.  It  appears 
from  the  Draft  EIS  that  there  Is  not  adequate  military  housing  for  military 
personnel,  that  civilian  housing  can  be  provided  only  at  the  expense  of 
reducing  the  vacancy  rate  to  extremely  low  levels  with  its  attended  upward 
pressure  on  housing  costs,  that  the  arrival  and  departure  of  810  vehicles 
during  the  morning  and  evening  rush  hours  will  result  in  regular  if  temporary 
traffic  jams  both  at  the  consolidated  space  operation  center  itself  and 
along  highway  94,  and  that  this  increased  use  of  highway  94  will  bring 
increased  development  pressure  on  lands  along  that  road  outside  the  area 
considered  for  future  development  in  the  Colorado  Springs  and  El  Paso  County  8 
plans.  The  housing  and  land  use  issues  are  not  addressed  in  the  mitigation 
measures  section  on  page  11-11  and  the  traffic  question  is  dealt  with  inadequately. 

Each  of  these  issues  is  beyond  the  ability  of  the  Air  Force  to  resolve 
unilaterally;  each  requires  action  and  cooperation  by  other  state,  local 
and  federal  agencies.  For  this  reason,  the  Division  is  especially  concerned 
with  the  comments  "...only  those  mitigation  measures  which  the  Air  Force  has 
the  authority  to  implement  are  proposed..."  in  the  Draft  EIS.  If  this 

520  Slate  Centenniol  Building,  1313  Sherman  Street,  Denver,  Cclorodo  80203  (303)  839—  2351 


Steve  Ellis 
December  18,  1980 
Page  Two _ 


position  is  taken  by  all  parties,  intergovernmental  and  interagency  solutions 
are  precluded  and  many  problems  and  opportunities  could  go  unaddressed. 

We  believe  that  it  would  be  a  very  constructive  and  necessary  step  for  , 

the  Final  E1S  to  addresss  as  complete  a  list  as  feasible  of  mitigation  measures 
for  the  problems  identified  in  the  EIS,  especially  those  requiring  inter¬ 
governmental  or  interagency  action  and  proposed  means  of  implementing  all 
such  measures. 


PHS/amn 
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State  of  Nkw  Mexico 

DEPARTMENT  OF 
FINANCE  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

STATE  PLANNING  DIVISION 


Bruce  King 

GOVERNOR 

KATHLEEN  R.  MARR 

SECRETARY 


505  DON  GASPAR  AVENUE 
SANTA  FE.  NEW  MEXICO  8/503 
(505!  827-3073 
(505)  827-5191 
(505)  827-2108 


Anita  Hisenbebg 

DIRECTOR 

Joe  Guillen 

DEPUTY  DIPECTDR 


December  15,  1980 


Mr.  Carlos  Stem,  Ph.D. 

Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Air  Force 
Department  of  Air  Force 
Pentagon 

Washington,  D.C.  20330 
Dear  Mr.  Stern: 

Enclosed  are  the  responses  of  the  New  Mexico  State  agencies  who  have 
reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Inpact  Statement  for  the  Consolidated 
Space  Operations  Center.  The  State  Planning  Division  has  also  reviewed 
the  proposal  and  supports  the  New  Mexico  site. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (505) 
827-5191. 

Sincerely, 

Betsy  Reed 
Planner 
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PLANNING  DIVISION 
(STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE) 
REVIEW  CERTIFICATION  FORM 


MIS  6 


STATE  PLANNING  DIVISION 
DEPT.  OF  FINANCE  &  ADMINISTRATION 

1  505  DON  GASPAR 

SANTA  FE,  NEW  MEXICO  87503 
(505)827-2073 

|  TO:  Carlos  Stem,  Ph.D. ,  Dept,  of  Air  Force 


DATE:  12/15/80 


I  SUBJECT:  PRELIMINARY  REVIEW 

FINAL  REVIEW 


STATE/AREA  PLAN 

x  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


|  PROJECT  TITL 
APPLICANT:.. 


DEIS  Consolidated  Space*  Operations  Center 


Department  of  Air  Force 


SAI  NUMBER: _ 8I.11  _ _ FEDERAL  CATALOG  NUMBER: 


FEDFRAL  AGENCY-  Department  of  Air  For®  Deportment  of 
PROPOSED  FUNDING  (PER  424  FORM)  AMOUNT 


Defense 


12-000 


FEDERAL  $. _ _ 

APPLICANT  _ 

STATE  _ 

LOCAL  _ _ _ 

OTHER  _ 

TOTAL  _ 


FOR  FINAL  APPLICATION  ONLY: 


REVIEW  RESULTS: 


The  application  is  supported. 

The  application  is  not  in  conflict  with  State,  Areawide  or  Local  plans. 
Comments  are  attached  for  submission  with  this  application. 


St* re 


A 


ULil JU\- 


EAD  AGENCY  REVIEW  COORDINATOR 


AGENCY 


|  TO  THE  APPLICANT: 

I  You  may  now  submit  your  application  package,  this  form  and  all  review  comments  to  the  Federal  or  State  Agency(s) 
from  whom  action  is  being  requested. 

1  (Mease  notify  the  Planning  Division  (Clearinghouse)  of  any  changes  in  this  project.  Refer  to  the  SAI  number  on  ALL 
correspondence  pertaining  to  this  project.  „  __ 

(vi  _  A  A _ 

STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE  STATE  PLANNING  DIVISION  D^ltECTOR 

is*.  /  White:  to  Applicant. 

'  'll  I  /  V  t  _  l ^ _  Green:  for  Federal  Agency. 

I  DATE  '  '  DATE  Canary:  SPD  Copy. 

Approved  July,  1979  Pink:  lead  Agency. 


Secretary,  DFA 


Goldenrod:  Federal  Funds  Tracking. 
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PLANNING  DIVISION 
(STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE) 
MIS-4 

Review  and  Comment 


TO:  Kate  Wickes,  Natural  Resources  Dept. 


DATE:  11/24/80 


FROM:  Betsy  Reed,  State  Planning  Division 


81  11  11  008  Drub  u-msoj-j 

SAI  NUMBER  PROJECT  TITLE 

State  Planning  Division,  DFA 

LEAD  AGENCY 


DEIS  Consolidated  Space  (Operations  Center 


Please  review  and  comment  on  the  above  application  and  return  to  the  sender  by  12/10/80 _ _ _ 

1 .  Does  this  plan  duplicate  any  programs  which  have  similar  goals  and  objectives  to  the  proposed  application? 
Yes  (If  yes,  please  identify  these  programs.) 

_iX  No 


2.  Does  the  proposed  application  conform  with  a  comprehensive  plan  developed  for  the  area  in  which  it  is  located? 
..  JQLNot  applicable 
_  Yes 

. . No  (If  no,  please  explain  in  what  way  it  is  not  compatible.) 


3.  Does  the  proposed  application  conflict  with  any  applicable  statute,  order,  rule,  or  regulation  (federal,  state  or  local)? 

_ _ Yes  (If  yes,  please  cite  the  conflicting  statute,  order,  rule  or  regulation.) 

_XX-No 


4.  Describe  any  suggestions  or  means  of  improving  or  strengthening  the  proposed  application. 


_ XX  No  interest  in,  or  comment  on,  this  project. 

_ _ Proposal  is  supported. 

_ Proposal  is  supported  with  recommendations. 

_ Proposal  is  not  supported. 

_ _ Further  information  needed,  review  suspended  and  applicant  notified  of  request. 

_ Comments  attached. 


On  the  basis  of  my  review,  I  have  indicated  my  response  and/or  recommendations  above. 


Signature  of  Reviewer  Title 


-1380. 


Approved  July,  1979 
Secretary,  DFA 


1  -  white  -  to  applicant 

1  -  yellow  -  SPD  copy 

2  -  pink 

1  -  lead  agency 
1  -  review  division 
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PLANNING  DIVISION 
(STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE) 
MIS-4 

Review  and  Comment 

DATE:  11/24/80 

TO:  Pat  Rotter o,  Cctrnerce  and  Industry 


FROM 


Betsy  teed,  State  Planning  Division 


RE: 


81  11  11  QQ8 

SAI  NUMBER 


DEIS  ConsolidatedSpace  Operations  Center 
PROJECT  TITLE 


State  Planning  Division,  DFA 
LEAD  AGENCY 


Please  review  and  comment  on  the  above  application  and  return  to  the  sender  by_ 


12/10/80 


1 .  Does  this  plan  duplicate  any  programs  which  have  similar  goals  and  objectives  to  the  proposed  application? 

_ _ Yes  (If  yes,  please  identify  these  programs. I 

X  No 


2.  Does  the  proposed  application  conform  with  a  comprehensive  plan  developed  for  the  area  in  which  it  is  located? 

.  _ Not  applicable 

_ X _ Yes 

_ No  (If  no,  please  explain  in  what  way  it  is  not  compatible.) 


3.  Does  the  proposed  application  conflict  with  any  applicable  statute,  order,  rule,  or  regulation  (federal,  state  or  local)? 

_ _ Yes  (If  yes,  please  cite  the  conflicting  statute,  order,  rule  or  regulation.) 

X___  No 


4  Describe  any  suggestions  or  means  of  improving  or  strengthening  the  proposed  application. 


No  interest  in,  or  comment  on,  this  project. 

X  Proposal  is  supported. 

Proposal  is  supported  with  recommendations. 

Proposal  is  not  supported. 

_  Further  information  needed,  review  suspended  and  applicant  notified  of  request. 
_ Comments  attached. 


On  the  bfrSTf  of  my  review,  I  have  indicated  my  response  and/or  recommendations  above. 


lature  of  Reviewer 


Assistant  Secretary  of  Commerce 
Title  and  Industry 


_ December  4,  1980 

Date 

Approved  July,  1979 
Secretary,  DFA 


COMMERCE  AND  INDUSTRY  DEPARTMENT 
Agency 

I  -  white  •  to  applicant 

1  -  yellow  •  SPD  copy 

2  -pink 
1  -  lead  agency 
1  -  review  division 
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TO:  Orlando  Giron ,  Department  of  Education 


DATE:  11/24/80 


PLANNING  DIVISION 
(STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE) 
MIS-4 

Review  and  Comment 


FROM:  Betsy  Reed,  State  Planning  Division 

RE:  81  11  11  008  _  DEIS  Consolidated 

SAI  NUMBER  PROJECT  TITLE 


^rations  Center 


State  Planning  Division,  DFA 
Tead  AGENCY  ~ 


Please  review  and  comment  on  the  above  application  and  return  to  the  sender  by_ 


12/10/80 


1 .  Does  this  plan  duplicate  any  programs  which  have  similar  goals  and  objectives  to  the  proposed  application? 

_ Yes  (If  yes,  please  identify  these  programs.) 

_y/_No 


2.  Does  the  proposed  application  conform  with  a  comprehensive  plan  developed  for  the  area  in  which  it  is  located? 
Not  applicable 
_ //Yes 

_ No  (If  no,  please  explain  in  what  way  it  is  not  compatible.) 


3.  Does  the  proposed  application  conflict  with  any  applicable  statute,  order,  rule,  or  regulation  (federal,  state  or  local)? 
_ Y/es  (If  yes,  please  cite  the  conflicting  statute,  order,  rule  or  regulation.) 

ZZ-  No 


4.  Describe  any  suggestions  or  means  of  improving  or  strengthening  the  proposed  application. 


_  No  interest  in,  or  comment  on,  this  project. 

_ .^/Proposal  is  supported. 

_ Proposal  is  supported  with  recommendations. 

_ ..Proposal  is  not  supported. 

_ Further  information  needed,  review  suspended  and  applicant  notified  of  request. 

Comments  attached. 

On  thj^asis  of  my  revieZ3iave  indicated  my  response  and/or  recommendations  above. 


Signature  ofRevTewer 

/Z/n>]ZD 

Date  / 

Approved  July,  1979 
Secretary,  DFA 


Agency 


1  -  white  -  to  applicant 

1  ■  yellow  -  SPD  copy 

2  pink 

1  •  lead  agency 
1  -  review  division 
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PLANNING  DIVISION 
(STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE) 
MIS-4 

Review  and  Comment 

DATE:  11/24/80 

TO:  Robert  H.  Duran,  State  Highway  Dept. 


FROM-  Reed,  State  Planning  Division 

008  DEIS  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center 

SAI  NUMBER  PROJECT  TITLE 


State  Planning  Division,  DFA 

LEAD  AGENCY 


Please  review  and  comment  on  the  above  application  and  return  to  the  sender  by 


12/10/80 


1 .  Does  this  plan  duplicate  any  programs  which  have  similar  goals  and  objectives  to  the  proposed  application? 

_ Yes  (If  yes,  please  identify  these  programs.) 

X  No 


2.  Does  the  proposed  application  conform  with  a  comprehensive  plan  developed  for  the  area  in  which  it  is  located? 
X  Not  applicable 
_ Yes 

_ No  (If  no.  please  explain  in  what  way  it  is  not  compatible.) 


3.  Does  the  proposed  application  conflict  with  any  applicable  statute,  order,  rule,  or  regulation  (federal,  state  or  local)? 

_ Yes  (If  yes,  please  cite  the  conflicting  statute,  order,  rule  or  regulation.) 

X _ No 


4.  Describe  any  suggestions  or  means  of  improving  or  strengthening  the  proposed  application. 


_ _No  interest  in,  or  comment  on,  this  project. 

_ X _ Proposal  is  supported. 

_ Proposal  is  supported  with  recommendations. 

_  Proposal  is  not  supported. 

_ Further  information  needed,  review  suspended  and  applicant  notified  of  request. 

_ Comments  attached. 


On  the  basis  of  my  review,  I  have  indicated  my  response  and/or  recommendations  above. 

■Planning  Director 


Signature  of 


Title 


Date 

Approved  July,  1979 
Secretary,  DFA 


Agency 


New  Mexico  State  Highway  Department 


1  -  white  •  to  applicant 

1  -  yellow  •  SPD  copy 

2  -  pink 

1  -  lead  agency 
I  -  review  division 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS 
FROM  STATE  AGENCIES 


Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 


61.  The  Draft  EIS  was  prepared  under  the  latest  CEQ  regulations  which 
are  intended  to  reduce  the  inclusion  of  extraneous  material.  In  this  regard, 
those  areas  where  no  adverse  impact  is  anticipated,  were  omitted  from  the  ori¬ 
ginal  Draft  EIS.  However,  since  the  commentor  is  concerned  about  the  exclusion 
of  a  discussion  on  wildlife  and  vegetation,  the  following  paragraphs  are  sub- 
mi  tted : 


Wildlife  and  Vegetation  at  the  Peterson  AFB/Colorado  Springs  Location 

The  selected  locations  for  the  CSOC  are  in  the  Grassland  biotic  zone 
which  typically  occurs  below  6,300  feet  MSL.  Within  the  Grassland  ecosystem 
are  three  divisions:  prairie  grasslands,  meadows,  and  mountain  grassland.  Sec¬ 
tions  24  and  26  are  within  the  prairie  grassland  division.  The  CSOC  area  has 
been  partially  grazed  by  domestic  cattle  and  is  adjoined  by  lands  used  for  wheat 
farming  and  grazing.  The  gently  rolling  topography  and  local  weather  conditions 
cause  much  of  the  plains  to  be  highly  susceptible  to  soil  erosion  by  wind.  Re¬ 
moval  of  vegetative  cover  (through  overgrazing  or  grading)  can  add  to  this  ero¬ 
sion,  Therefore,  extra  care  is  essential  to  assure  that  any  graded  areas  are 
quickly  revegetated. 

The  variety  of  wildlife  (including  birds,  amphibians  and  reptiles) 
that  are  likely  to  be  found  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  CSOC  location  are 
listed  in  the  "Environmental  Resources  Study,  Part  E:  Wildlife  Appendices", 

William  E.  Lautenbach,  1974,  Resource  Planning  Associates,  Inc.,  Fort  Collins, 
Colorado,  prepared  for  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments.  A  wildlife  count 
obtained  in  the  months  of  January  and  February  in  the  vicinity  of  the  CSOC  loca¬ 
tion  revealed  the  occasional  presence  of  Pronghorn  Antelope  and  Coyotes.  Cotton¬ 
tails,  Blacktailed  Jackrabbits  and  Whitetailed  Jackrabbigs  were  more  numerous. 
Birds  observed  in  the  area  consisted  of:  Horned  Lark,  Black-Billed  Magpie,  Rough- 
Legged  Hawk,  W.  Meadowlark,  Dove,  Northern  Shrike,  Ferruginous  Hawk,  and  a  Gold¬ 
en  Eagle.  Many  of  the  birds  inhabiting  the  CSOC  location  are  considered  to  have 
a  low  tolerance  for  man  (i.e.,  hawks,  falcons,  owns  and  eagles).  A  wide  variety 
of  amphibian  and  reptile  species  are  inhabitants  of  the  eastern  plains  and  in 
the  CSOC  vicinity  salamanders,  toads,  frogs,  lizards  and  snakes  can  be  expected 
to  be  found. 

Of  the  many  species  of  mammals,  birds,  amphibians  and  reptiles  known 
to  inhabit  the  prairie  grasslands,  only  one  is  on  the  Endangered  List  -  the  Black¬ 
footed  Ferret.  No  evidence  has  been  found  to  indicate  that  this  endangered  ani¬ 
mal  resides  or  forages  in  the  vicinity  of  the  CSOC. 

Wi 1 dl i fe  and  Vegetation  at  Kirtland  AFB/Albuquerque  Location 

Wildlife  on  the  base  is  so  sparse  that  in  the  best  interests  of  eco¬ 
logy,  safety  and  security,  hunting  is  not  allowed.  The  base  does  support  a  vari¬ 
ety  of  wildlife,  however,  which  consists  primarily  of  birds  and  animals  (rodents) 
that  feed  on  grasses  and  range  plants.  In  the  grassland  association  comprising 
most  of  the  base,  horned  larks,  meadowlarks,  thrashers,  predatory  birds  (hawks, 
owls,  vultures),  sparrows,  quail  and  mourning  doves  are  the  most  prevalent  bird 
species.  Rodent  population  includes  mostly  the  Rock  Squirrel,  various  species 
of  rats  and  mice,  and  several  species  of  ground  squirrels.  Toads,  lizards  and 
snakes  are  also  prevalent. 
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The  vegetation  of  Kirtland  East,  in  the  vicinity  of  the  antenna 
site,  is  classified  in  the  Grassland  Association.  Black  grama,  sand  muhly, 
threeawn,  Indian  ricegrass,  six-weeks  grama,  fluff  grass  and  spike  dropseed 
are  common  in  this  area.  Shrubs  in  this  association  include  sand  sage,  win¬ 
ter  fat  and  saltbush. 

There  are  no  known  threatened  or  endangered  species  of  plants  or 
animals  that  are  located  on  the  base. 

Wildlife  and  Vegetation  at  Malmstrom  AFB/Great  Falls  Location 

The  areas  to  be  affected  by  the  CSOC  facility  under  either  Options 
A  or  B  are  now  developed  or  have  been  previously  disturbed  (the  antenna  field 
includes  part  of  the  abandoned  runway  system).  The  impact  on  vegetation  and 
wildlife  is  correspondingly  minimal  at  the  Malmstrom  AFB  location.  There  are 
no  known  threatened  or  endangered  species  of  plant  or  animal  life  associated 
with  the  base.  The  biota  on  the  base  presently  consists  mostly  of  native 
grasses  and  small  rodents. 

62.  The  traffic  increase  on  Highway  94  will  undoubtedly  cause  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  mortality  rate  of  wildlife  due  to  the  increase  in  traffic  brought 
about  by  the  CSOC  facility.  The  extent  of  this  impact  is  difficult  to  quantify 
but  is  directly  related  to  the  increase  in  traffic  on  this  highway.  To  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  CSOC  employees  participate  in  car  or  van  pooling  and  thereby  reduce 
the  number  of  CSOC  vehicles  added  to  Highway  94,  this  impact  would  be  mitigated. 

63.  Undergrounding  of  power  lines  will  be  evaluated  during  the  engineer¬ 
ing  design  phase  of  CSOC.  Factors  to  be  taken  into  consideration  include  in¬ 
stallation  costs  (trenching  and  oil  cooling  vs  overhead  poles  and  lines),  right- 
of-way/easement  costs  (underground  vs.  overhead),  disruption  to  agricultural  acti¬ 
vities  if  underground  lines  cross  land  used  for  growing  crops,  reliability  (under¬ 
ground  is  less  subject  to  vandalism  and  storm  damage),  maintenance  factors,  and 
aesthetics.  There  are  no  requirements  at  the  present  time  which  mandate  under¬ 
ground  installation  or  construction  of  perches  on  aboveground  transmission  poles. 
Transmission  lines  in  the  east  El  Paso  County  High  Plains  area  have  been  in¬ 
stalled  aboveground  and  without  perches.  Standard  specifications  for  aboveground 
power  lines,  however,  dictate  a  minimum  horizontal  and  vertical  separation  between 
lines  to  allow  for  safe  flight  of  large  predatory  birds. 


Montan a  Department  of  Highways 

64.  Traffic  data  included  in  the  Draft  EIS  was  provided  by  the  State 
Department  of  Highways  and  represented  the  latest  information  available  at  that 
time.  The  traffic  data  has  since  been  revised  to  reflect  more  recent  conditions. 
Even  though  the  latest  traffic  counts  are  almost  half  of  those  previously  used 
in  the  Draft  EIS,  the  traffic  analysis  and  conclusions  reported  in  the  Draft  EIS 
are  not  affected.  Figure  14  in  the  Draft  EIS  has  been  corrected  (as  shown  on 
the  following  page)  to  reflect  the  latest  available  information. 
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65.  It  is  so  noted  that  the  Great  Falls  Policy  Coordinating  Comnittee 
has  recently  agreed  to  pursue  the  South  Bypass  Arterial  and  have  deposited 
$500,000  from  the  Transportation  Improvement  Fund  for  advanced  right-of-way 
acquisition . 

66.  See  response  to  Comment  No.  64  on  page  1 1 1-83. 

67.  The  Draft  EIS  analysis  for  motor  vehicle  emissions  makes  use  of  EPA 
Mobile  Source  Emission  Factors  that  are  part  of  the  Mobile  1  model.  AP  42 
Supplement  5  Mobile  Source  Emissions  Factors  were  not  used  to  estimate  the 
motor  vehicle  emissions  tabulated  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

State  of  New  Mexico,  Office  of  the  Governor 

68.  The  security  system  at  CSOC  will  be  composed  of  a  double  line  of 
fences  installed  at  a  distance  of  approximately  1000  feet  from  the  facility. 

This  barrier  system  will  be  alarmed,  lighted,  and  under  surveillance  of  closed 
circuit  television.  A  security  fence  composed  of  entry  controllers,  alarm  moni¬ 
tors,  a  Command  and  Control  element  and  an  armed  response  force  will  be  in-place 
at  the  site.  A  dedicated  back-up  force  would  be  deployed  from  the  support  base. 

A  simple  installation  boundary  fence  would  also  be  required  to  mark  the  federal 
property  line.  The  additional  installation  fence  would  not  be  required  at  the 
Manzano  site.  Although  Manzano  is  inherently  more  remote  and  easier  to  secure 
than  the  Colorado  Springs  location,  this  tactical  advantage  will  not  translate 
into  a  cost  advantage.  The  dedicated  saboteur  will  not  be  inhibited  by  the 
fact  that  Kirtland  will  have  to  be  as  elaborate  as  the  one  installed  at  the 
Colorado  site.  The  fences  at  the  old  Manzano  storage  site  do  not  meet  current 
Air  Force  criteria  and  would  probably  not  be  used  in  a  CSOC  security  system. 
Sections  of  the  existing  fence  might  be  salvageable  but  that  determination 
would  have  to  be  made  as  part  of  an  on-site  security  survey.  The  electrical 
fence  would  not  be  used  in  any  case.  State-of-the-art  security  systems  would 
have  to  be  employed. 

The  back-up  force  at  Kirtland  would  have  an  inherent  time/distance 
advantage  over  the  one  at  Peterson  Field.  On  the  other  hand,  a  special  back-up 
force  would  have  to  be  funded  and  authorized  at  either  location. 

69.  This  comment  deserves  amplification  on  the  'unregulated  development' 
issue  at  the  Colorado  Springs  location.  The  land  surrounding  the  CSOC  location 
at  Colorado  Springs  is  presently  unzoned.  Under  County  and  State  subdivision 
law,  creation  of  any  parcel  of  land  under  35  acres  in  size  is  required  to  go 
through  the  subdivision  process.  This  process  includes  a  requirement  for  zoning. 
In  other  words,  parcels  under  35  acres  in  size  can  not  be  created  without  ob¬ 
taining  zoning  from  the  local  jurisdiction.  On  the  other  hand,  for  those  par¬ 
cels  that  are  already  35  acres  or  smaller,  commercial  development  could  occur 
without  further  subdivision  or  zoning.  In  either  situation,  development  which 
precedes  general  planning  and  the  implementing  zoning,  could  result  in  undesirable 
spot  commercial  along  Highway  94. 

70.  The  referenced  environmental  analysis  is  an  areawide  EIS  that  covers 
the  metropolitan  Colorado  Springs  area.  It  is  intended  to  be  used  as  a  Master 
EIS  primarily  for  expediting  the  processing  of  residential  projects  within  the 
Colorado  Springs  urban  area.  The  CSOC  program  does  not  entail  a  residential 
development  per  se'  and  the  CSOC  facility  is  located  outside  of  the  urban  area 
covered  by  the  referenced  EIS. 
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71.  Sections  24  and  26  (at  the  Peterson  AFB/Colorado  Springs  location) 
have  not  been  used  for  growing  food  or  feed  crops.  They  have  been  leased  in 
the  past  for  grazing  purposes;  ba^ed  on  the  average  grazing  acreage  required 
per  head  of  cattle,  approximately  4-5  steers  could  be  supported  by  each  section. 

72.  The  amount  of  land  required  to  located  the  CSOC  facility,  which  in¬ 
cludes  a  co-located  antenna  facility,  is  107  acres.  In  order  to  insure  both 
physical  security  and  an  electromagnetic  radiation  hazard  safety  zone,  a  1000-foot 
buffer  zone  is  planned  around  the  CSOC  facility.  Adding  the  1000-foot  buffer 
zone  requirement  to  the  107-acre  facility  requirement  brings  the  total  acreage 
requirement  to  approximately  440  acres.  The  sections  of  land  located  in  El  Paso 
County  that  the  Air  Force  is  interested  in,  are  each  640  acres  and  under  State 

of  Colorado  control.  Either  parcel  should  be  adequate  for  future  expansion. 

73.  Rights-of-way,  easements,  water  rights,  etc.,  are  pertinent  at  the 
Colorado  Springs  location  where  the  CSOC  site  is  located  off-base.  Property 
ownership  of  these  sites  is  identified  in  Section  III. A. 2  of  the  Draft  EIS; 
there  are  no  easements  or  other  restrictions  on  either  section  that  have  been 
identified  to-date.  Until  such  time  that  precise  alignments  are  known  for  the 
extension  of  power,  gas  and  water  lines,  these  issues  cannot  be  defined  for 
the  Colorado  Springs  CSOC  location.  This  information  will  be  forthcoming  in 
the  engineering  design  phase  of  the  CSOC  project. 

At  Kirtland  AFES,  the  additional  water  required  by  the  CSOC  facility 
would  not  cause  the  base  to  exceed  their  pumped  water  allocation  (as  estab¬ 
lished  by  court  order). 

74.  See  response  to  Comment  No.  12  on  page  1 1 1 -27 . 

75.  See  Comnent  No.  29  (page  1 1 1 - 1 2 )  and  response  to  Comment  No.  29 
(page  1 1 1 - 31 ) . 

76.  See  response  to  Comnent  No.  68  on  page  1 1 1-85. 

77.  This  information  is  helpful  as  additional  background  material  for 
Section  III.B.7  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

78.  See  responses  to  Comments  No.  16  (page  1 1 1-28)  and  No.  105 (page  1 1 1  - 1 30  ) . 

79.  See  Comment  No.  93  (page  III -93 )  and  response  to  Comment  No.  93 
(page  III-128). 

80.  The  average  vehicle  miles  traveled  per  day  by  the  CSOC  employees  and 
their  families  is  estimated  to  be  62,490  at  the  Peterson  AFB/Colorado  Springs 
location,  61,050  at  Kirtland  AFB/Albuquerque,  and  26,660  at  Malmstrom  AFB/Great 
Falls.  The  estimating  accuracy  for  predicting  total  miles  traveled  leads  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  Colorado  Springs  and  Albuquerque  locations  are  comparable  to 
each  other  and  any  cost  savings  based  on  total  miles  traveled  is  negligible. 

81.  The  comparisons  of  utility  cost  and  availability  presented  here  are 
somewhat  hypothetical.  To  the  extent  that  these  costs  can  be  accurately  estimated 
prior  to  facility  design,  they  will  be  considered  in  the  final  site  selection  de¬ 
cision. 

The  Mountain  View  Electric  Association,  Inc.  has  indicated  to  the 
Colorado  Springs  Chamber  of  Commerce  by  letters  dated  April  1  and  May  21,  1980 
that  they  are  confident  they  can  deliver  electricity  to  CSOC  with  a  high  degree 
of  reliability.  The  peak  demand  of  CSOC,  10.5  megawatts,  would  amount  to  0.5/- 
0.9%  of  the  annual  total  peak  load  estimates  of  Tri-State  Generation  and  Trans¬ 
mission  for  the  period  1981  through  1993. 
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82.  There  should  be  no  need  for  a  connection  to  Albuquerque  City  sources 
as  CSOC  could  easily  be  supplied  within  Kirtland's  present  pumped  water  allo¬ 
cation.  Supplying  the  antenna  site  would  involve  a  choice  between  hauling  water 
to  a  storage  tank  or  extending  a  small  line  the  2.5  mile  distance.  The  cost  of 
such  a  water  line,  however,  should  not  be  equated  with  that  of  a  main  supply  line 
for  the  CSOC  facility,  as  the  comment  implies. 

83.  The  comparisons  of  utility  cost  and  availability  presented  here  are 
somewhat  hypothetical.  To  the  extent  that  these  costs  can  be  accurately  esti¬ 
mated  prior  to  facility  design,  they  will  be  considered  in  the  final  site  selec¬ 
tion  decision. 


84.  The  tax  information  presented  for  Albuquerque  and  Colorado  Springs 
is  helpful  as  additional  background  information  for  Sections  III. A. 9. 4  and 
III. B. 9. 4  of  the  Draft  EIS. 


85.  It  is  so  noted  that  the  $6  million  bond  issue  referred  to  in  the 
Draft  EIS  on  the  bottom  of  page  III -41 ,  has  now  been  passed  by  the  voters. 

86.  The  information  on  educational  facilities  in  the  Colorado  Springs 
and  Albuquerque  area  is  so  noted. 


time . 


87.  The  Draft  EIS  was  published  using  the  latest  data  available  at  that 
More  recent  1980  statistics  are  as  follows: 

Total 

Location  Civilian  Labor  Force  Unemployment  Rate  Unemployed 


Colorado  Springs  133,522  4.3%  5,741 
Albuquerque  204,400  8.2%  16,000 
Great  Falls  32,800  8.0%  2,624 


Although  the  unemployed  labor  force  in  Albuquerque  is  almost  three  times  that 
in  Colorado  Springs,  it  is  not  known  how  many  of  the  unemployed  are  construc¬ 
tion  workers. 


88.  All  cost  avoidance  computations  were  based  on  Fiscal  Year  1979  dollars. 

The  Air  Force  does  consider  the  sharing  of  a  Defense  Satellite  Communi¬ 
cation  System  (DSCS)  terminal  with  the  Cheyenne  Mountain  Complex  to  be  feasible. 
Terminal  sharing  is  expected  to  result  in  cost  avoidance  of  about  $2.4  million  in 
construction  funds,  $5.3  million  in  hardware  procurement,  $2.3  million  in  payroll 
(over  10  years)  and  $3.25  million  in  operations  and  maintenance  costs  (over  10 
years).  Thus,  the  total  potential  cost  avoidance  through  sharing  the  DSCS  termi¬ 
nal  is  about  $13  million.  (Note:  The  use  of  a  10-year  life  cycle  is  for  illus¬ 
tration  only;  CSOC  operations  are  expected  to  continue  for  a  longer  period.) 

The  terminal  proposed  to  be  shared  is  that  which  is  already  programmed 
for  construction  for  support  of  the  Cheyenne  Mountain  Complex,  not  a  currently  ex¬ 
isting  terminal . 

89.  The  section  dealing  with  mitigation  strategies  has  been  expanded  to 
include  those  outside  the  ability  of  the  Air  Force  by  itself,  to  implement  (see 
pages  1-4  through  1-6  of  this  document).  These  strategies  are  included  as  Air 
Force  suggestions  only.  For  the  most  part  these  measures  would  have  to  be  im¬ 
plemented  by  state  and  local  authorities  if  they  are  to  take  place. 

The  following  specific  subjects  of  the  comments  are  addressed: 

Traffic:  Refer  to  responses  to  Comments  No.  99  -  101  (page  1 1 1- 130). 

Land  Use:  Refer  to  response  to  Comment  No.  97  (page  III- 129). 

Housing:  See  following  paragraphs. 
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89.  Continued  .  . 


Federal  Public  Policy  is  to  rely  on  the  adjacent  private  community 
as  the  prime  source  for  housing  military  families.  The  Air  Force  is  in  com¬ 
pliance  with  this  policy  and  houses  only  39%  of  its  families  in  government- 
owned  or  controlled  housing;  at  Peterson  AFB,  the  Air  Force  houses  only  18%. 

Only  when  the  private  sector  cannot  support  with  a  sufficient  number 
of  'suitable'  housing  units  may  the  Air  Force  program  and  construct  military 
housing.  The  support  in  the  Colorado  Springs  area  has  been  good;  the  family 
housing  survey  as  of  January  1980  indicates  a  deficit  of  only  199  units  of 
which  127  (64%)  were  unsuitable  due  to  cost.  With  the  introduction  of  Vari¬ 
able  Housing  Allowance  (VHA)  in  October  1980,  virtually  all  of  the  deficit  of 
adequate  (suitable)  housing  will  disappear.  This  means  there  is  no  significant 
shortage  of  housing  for  military  personnel  in  the  Colorado  Springs  area. 

Further,  the  addition  of  318  military  personnel  to  support  subject 
mission  adds  about  205  military  families  to  the  area;  this  is  insignificant 
in  the  light  of  about  112,000  households  in  the  Colorado  Springs  area.  The 
big  increase  in  family  housing  requirements  comes  in  the  civilian  work  force 
(mostly  contractor  employees)  which  will  require  about  1600  houses.  The  total 
family  housing  need  of  about  1900  appears  to  be  well  within  the  reported 
4,300  units  presently  for  rent  or  sale,  without  considering  future  growth  in 
the  housing  market.  It  is  agreed  that  as  the  vacancy  rates  decrease,  rental 
prices  tend  to  rise.  However,  this  situation  is  usually  short-lived  as  new 
starts  become  more  attractive  and  the  balance  of  supply  and  demand  is  soon 
realized.  Therefore,  with  some  growth  in  housing  almost  certain,  there  does 
not  appear  to  be  a  significant  adverse  housing  impact  on  the  community. 


1 1 1-88 


LOCAL  AGENCIES 
Comments  and  Responses 

Comments:  No.  90  through  No.  114 

(Pages  1 1 1-90  through  1 1 1 - 1 27 ) 

Responses:  Pages  III-128  through  III-132 
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EL  PASO  COUNTY 


DAND  use  department 

27  EAST  VERMIJ0 

COLORADO  SPRINGS.  COLORADO  ED9C3 

December  11,  1980 


Dr.  Hans  Mark 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
Washington,  P.C.  20330 

Dear  Dr.  Mark: 

El  Paso  County  has  just  completed  its  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  the  Consol icated  Space  Operations  Center.  Our  staff  has  raised 
some  issues  which  you  should  is  aware  cf.  Locating  the  Center  within  the  County 
is  desirable  from  our  point  of  view.  We  realize  that  many  factors  must  be 
evaluated  by  you  and  your  staff  before  a  final  decision  is  made.  We  feel  that 
the  best  possible  information  should  be  available  for  such  an  action. 

«  .....  .r  .  r  .  -a.  i  ..  .  .  •  •  ~  _  —  • 

*•  W  •  v.»w  vv-Mt;  «j  u.  c  uutuulicu  I  or  VUUI  cuiii  IUCI  C  t  I  UH  .  IMG  WlSt 

of  the  comments  is  that  the  Draft  Statement  contains  what  we  surmise  to  oe  a 
bias  on  the  part  of  the  authors.  In  reading  the  document,  it  seems  as  though 
a  broad-brush  analysis  has  been  given  to  certain  factors  in  locating  the  Center 
at  Albuquerque,  while  these  same  factors  have  been  dealt  with  in  more  decal  1 
for  zhis  area. 

In  some  instances,  i:  appears  that  the  "best-care"  situation  has  been  cited  for 
Albuquerque  and  the  ’'worst-care"  situation  given  for  El  -Paso  County.  As  noted 
in  the  attachment,  there  are  instances  within  the  document  when  obsolete  cata 
has  been  used  in  the  evaluation  of  Colorado  Springs.  Such  inconsistencies 
should  be  corrected  to  accurately  reflect  the  local  situation. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter.  Please  call  if  you  have  any 
questions. 


Respectfully, 


'William.  T.  Wildran 
Director 


/l?L  -  S  o 


WTW: hcb 
Enclosure 
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ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS: 


The  El  Paso  County  Land  Use  Department  Staff  lias  reviewed  the  Draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement  on  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  and  found, 
except  in  a  few  Instances,  it  to  be  generally  correct.  As  expressed  in  a 
Joint  Resolution  dated  October  9,  1980,  El  Paso  County  supports  location  of 
the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  locating  within  this  juridiction.  A 
copy  of  said  Resolution  is  attached  to  these  comments.  The  conclusions  of  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are  consistent  with  those  drawn  by  the 
staff,  in  that,  minimal  environmental  degrada t  ion  will  occur  from  the  siting, 
construction,  and  operation  of  the  Center. 

Within  the  Draft  document  there  are  several  statements  which  have  raised 
questions  and  generated  comments.  Such  questions  and  comments  will  be  pre¬ 
sented  by  major  subject  in  the  order  appearing  within  lable  2,  "Summary  of. 
Environmental  and  Socioeconomic  Impacts,"  of  the  document. 

Ai r  Qua  1  ity :  The  statements  contained  within  the  Draft  Statement  appear 
valid  and  it  is  assumed  that  the  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Covern- 
ments  will  prepare  a  more  detailed  evaluation  of  the  associated  impacts. 

Util  ities:  Comments  on  utilities  are  more  appropriate  from  the  potential 

service  entities  listed  within  the  document.  There,  are,  however,  several 
observations  that  should  be  made  here.  The  projected  population  associ¬ 
ated  with  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  should  be  equated  to 
service  demands  on  a  total-system  basis  as  well  as  possible  individual 
sources.  There  may  he  some  inconsistency  within  the  document  because 
ol  the  shifting  between  the  two  points  of  reference.  That  is,  in  one 
section  the  increase  in  population  is  evaluated  in  terms  of  total 
future  service  potential  whiLe  in  other  sections  the  evaluation  is  made 
in  terms  of  an  individual  supply  source.  As  an  example,  on  page  I V  — i 2 
an  evaluation  is  made  in  terms  of  potential  service  to  be  provided  by 
the  Fry ingpan-Arkansas  Project.  Accordingly,  a  figure  of  1 J%  is  used 
to  represent  the  amount  of  "new  service  population"  that  will  he  taken 
up  the  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center.  On  an  overall  City 
system,  however,  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  population 
equates  to  only  1.9%  of  the  potential  overall  serviceable  population. 
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On  page  [V-I6  there  may  lie  some  tin  mis  ( s  tone  y .  It  is  stated  that  an 
increase  in  power  production  f rotn  500MW  to  l)l)OMW  will  mean  only  76,000 
additional  people  can  lie  served  hy  the  t'.ity.  The  current  hOOMW  services 
over  150,000  people  in  l'*80,  or  . 002MW  per  pel  son.  An  additional  400, MW 
should  equate  more  closely  to  an  additional  200,000  people,  not  76,000 
people.  This  means  that  the  associated  Consolidated  Space  Operations 
Center  population  would  only  represent  3%  of  the  potential  new  service, 
not  the  8%  stated. 

Archaeological /Historical  Resources:  The  Historic  Sites  4  Structures,  HI 

Paso  County,  Colorado  prepared  in  1977  does  not  identify  any  significant 
historical  or  archaeological  sites  within  3  miles  of  the  site.  The 
statements  within  the  documents  regarding  these  considerations  are 
considered  accurate  and  correct. 

Cons  t  rue  t ion :  It  is  assumed  that  the  documentation  involving  construction 

is  valid  as  contained  within  the  document  and  that  further  comment  should 
come  from  the  PI  Paso  County  Department  of  Transportation. 

V  isua  1  :  It  is  assumed  that  the  visual  analysis  within  the  document  is  correct 
As  suggested  in  t he  report,  screening  with  earth  and  plant  materials 
on  the  site  would  probably  bLock  the  visability  of  the  antennas  from 
Highway  94  as  well  as  obscure  visibility  of  t lit*  site  from  Enoch  Road. 

Electromagnetic  Radiation:  Due  to  the  expertise  required  to  evaluate  this 

aspect  of  the  document,  it  is  assumed  that  the  analysis  presented  in  the 
Draft  Statement  is  correct.  If  such  is  the  case,  the  amount  of  emissions 
anticipated  at  10%  to  50%  below  the  current  standard  levels  seems  to  be 
acceptable.  The  aspect  of  restricting  air  space  does  not  appear  to 
represent  any  difficulty.  In  the  preparation  of  the  Revised  Airport 
Master  Plan  for  Colorado  Springs,  the  Airport  Consultants  have  stated 
that  consideration  of  the  potential  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center 
site  was  taken  inti.)  consideration  and  that  overflights  of  the  site 
should  not  occur.  Since  the  document  addressed  the  primary  concern 
to  tlie  activation  ol  the  electromagnetic  explosive  devices  in  aircraft 
do  to  power  emissions  t rom  the  site,  it  appears  that  this  is  a  military 
problem  that  will  be  handled  as  a  matter  of  course. 
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Traffic:  As  stated  in  the  document,  improvements  are  being  made  to  Highway 

94  and  additional  improvements  are  planned  for  during  1981  and  I9K2. 

The  Draft  Statement  Includes  a  discussion  of  Powers  Boulevard  and 
indicates  that  the  construction  of  Powers  will  assist  in  the  trans¬ 
portation  needs  of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center.  In 
addition,  there  are  other  road  improvements  which  are  not  completely 
covered  in  the  document.  The  County  Planning  Commission  has  endorsed 
a  road  system  plan  for  the  area  between  Drennan  Road  and  Fontaine  Boule¬ 
vard  including  the  Marksheffel  Road  corridor.  Within  this  recently 
approved  plan  are  proposed  improvements  to  Marksheffel  Road,  a  slight 
and  improved  re-alignment  of  Powers  Boulevard  and  a  new  east-west  road 
that  could  eventually  connect  to  Drennan  Road  east  of  Jimmy  Camp  Creek. 
These  modifications  should  improve  the  traffic  situation  for  the 
Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center.  Although  Highway  94  is  the  most 
logic  primary  route  to  and  from  the  site,  Enoch  Road  does  connect  with 
Drennan  Road  and  with  some  improvement  could  provide  a  viable  secondary 
or  reliever  route  for  the  site.  This  point  was  not  included  within  the 
document . 

The  Draft  Statement  Implies  some  difficulty  with  the  intersection  of 
Highway  94  and  Peterson  Road.  It  is  unclear,  however,  as  to  the  actual 
significance  of  the  traffic  counts  presented  in  the  document  (page  III-3). 
A  signa 1 izat ion  improvement  project  is  programmed  for  this  intersection 
which  may  provice  some  mitigation  of  possible  congestion  problems.  Based 
upon  the  document,  it  is  uncertain  what  other  road  improvements  would  be 
necessary. 

PUBLIC  SCHOOLS :  Some  of  the  information  presented  within  the  document  relat¬ 
ing  to  school  district  capacities  does  not  match  that  on  file  with  the 
Land  Use  Department.  The  following  is  a  comparision  of  the  information 
presented  in  Table  10  on  page  111-21  of  the  Draft  Statement  and  the 
information  obtaineu  by  the  Land  Use  Department. 

School  District:  Capacities  in  Draft  Capacities  on  file 

Statement:  with  the  Department: 

No.  2  -  Harrison  At  Capacity  2,145 

No.  3  -  Widef ield  1 , 165  965 

3 
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No. 

8 

-  Fountain 

190 

740 

No. 

12 

-  Cheyenne  Mountain 

1  72 

639 

No. 

14 

-  Man i ton  Springs 

178 

225 

No. 

22 

-  KILicott 

65 

8  3 

No. 

38 

-  Lewis  Palmer 

278 

103 

No . 

4l) 

-  Falcon 

At  Capacity 

256 

The  Draft  Statement  indicates  that  the  potential  2160  new  students 
attributable  to  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  may  cause 
some  difficulties  in  Districts  No.  2  and  No.  49.  This  may  not  be 
totally  correct. 

Housing :  The  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments  will  probably  submit 

detailed  comments  on  the  housing  portion  of  the  Draft  Statement.  There 
are  several  items  which  will  be  raised  herein  on  a  general  level.  The 
reference  for  the  following  comments  is  the  Housing  Market  Analysis, 
Pikes  Peak  Region,  1980  prepared  by  the  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of 
Governments. 


On  pages  II 1  —  23,  111-24,  IV-51,  IV-52,  and  IV-53  figures  on  the  local 
housing  stock  are  presented  and  certain  conclusions  are  drawn.  The 
Department  has  some  questions  relative  to  the  data  used  and  the  con¬ 
clusions  presented  in  the  document. 


Draft  Statement  Data 

Projected  housing  stock  in 
1985:  91,090 

Projected  vacancy  rate 
in  1985:  4* 

Current  vacancy  rates: 
Single  Family  -  1.59% 
Multi- Family  -  7.75% 


Housing  Market  Analysis  Data 

Current  housing  stock  in  F.1  Paso 
County  (1980):  112,110 

Current  overall  vacancy  rate  for 
F.1  Paso  County  (1980):  3.9% 

Current  vacancy  rates: 

Single  Family  -  2.5% 
Multi-Family  -  6.8% 
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Monthly  rental  rate  for  a 
2-bedroom  apartment:  $300 

"The  impact  of  the  C.S.O.C.  project 
on  the  local  housing  stock  could 
cause  the  overall  vacancy  rate  to 
decrease  below  2%;  this  would  be 
considered  an  adverse  impact  on 
the  bousing  market  in  that  vacancy 
rates  below  3%  tend  to  cause  arti¬ 
ficial  inflation  of  the  selling 
prices  and  rental  rates. 


Monthly  rental  rate  for  a 
2-bedroom  apartment:  $228 

"For  the  last  several  years  it  has 
been  felt  that  acceptable  levels  of 
vacancies  for  housing  types  are  2  | 
percent  for  single  family,  6  percent 
for  mu  1 1 i - f ami 1 y ,  2  per  cent  for  f 
mobile  homes."  1 


4 
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These  possible  inconsistencies  should  he  addressed  by  the  Consultant 
that  assisted  in  preparing  the  Draft  Statement. 


General  Cost/Revenue:  The  statements  with  the  document  are  assumed  to  he 
substantially  correct.  The  only  area  where  some  clarification  may  be 
appropriate  is  in  the  educational  costs  associated  with  the  Consolidated 
Space  Operations  Center.  As  presented  in  the  section  on  Public  Schools, 
there  may  not  be  a  capacity  problem  to  the  extent  indicated  within  the 
Draft  Statement.  If  this  is  true,  the  costs  for  "school  re-openings"  may 
not  need  to  be  included  in  the  Cost/Revenue  analysis. 


Land  Use  Plans,  Policies,  and  Controls:  Pages  IV-56  and  1V-57  of  the  Draft 
Statement  contain  comments  on  local  plans  and  policies  as  related  to 
the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center.  From  the  Land  Use  Department's 
po  nt  of  view  there  seems  to  he  a  certain  amount  of  misunderstanding  on 
the  part  of  the  C.S.O.C.  Consultant  of  what  El  Paso  County's  position 
is  relative  to  the  location,  construction  and  operation  of  the  Consolidate 
Space  Operations  Center.  The  interpretation  of  this  position  indicates 
that  because  of  the  location  of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center 
there  will  be  a  certain  amount  of  conflict  with  County  plans.  This  is 
not  necessarily  true. 

The  fact  that  the  eastern  part  of  the  County  is  unzonod  does  not  mean 
that  local  land  use  controls  do  no  exist  in  the  area.  If  a  project  is 
proposed  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  County  which  involves  subdividing 
land,  zoning  for  that  land  must  be  obtained.  This  is  in  addition  to  the 
subdivision  regulations  which  must  be  satisfied  before  development  can 
occur.  Zoning  for  the  eastern  part  of  the  County  has  been  evaluated  in 
the  past  and  because  of  the  present  lack  of  development  pressure  for  the 
area  zoning  has  not  been  implemented.  If  sufficient  development  pressure 
arose  in  the  area,  the  County  would  consider  implementation. 
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The  statement  in  the  document  to  the  etteet  that  there  is  a  general 
absence  of  planning  in  tiie  area  is  not  quite  correct.  Witli  the  potenti.il 
for  development  proposals  on  over  10,000  acres  located  east  of  the  City, 
the  hand  Use  Department  has  been  conducting  preliminary  long-range  planning 
in  the  area.  Additionally,  the  Fountain  Valley  Plan  production  includes 
land  that  lies  only  1  miles  west  of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center 
site.  The  current  effort  to  generate  a  Revised  Airport  Master  Plan  also 
includes  investigation  of  land  on  the  east  side  to  the  City  and  the  Consoli¬ 
dated  Space  Operations  Center  site  was  included  in  the  consideration  of 
flight  paths. 
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The  hand  Use  Department  along  with  the  City  of  Colorado  Springs  and  the 
Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments  have  competent  staff  and  it  can  be 
demonstrated  that  there  is  and  will  he  more  than  adequate  response  to 
planning  needs  in  the  community.  If  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations 
Center  is  located  at  the  proposed  site  the  staffs  can  address  all  per¬ 
tinent  issues  in  a  professional  and  complete  manner. 

Finally,  on  October  9,  1980  the  County  and  the  City  passed  a  Joint  Resol¬ 
ution  relative  to  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center.  A  copy  of  said 
Resolution  is  attached  to  these  comments  for  reference.  Within  that  Resol¬ 
ution  both  the  City  and  the  County  assures  all  concerned  that  proper 
planning  and  necessary  land  use  controls  will  be  implemented  as  needed. 

The  local  jurisdictions  are  more  than  ready  and  able  to  ensure  the  com¬ 
patibility  of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  with  the  local 
context  and,  likewise,  are  more  than  willing  to  ensure  the  integrity 
of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  will  not  be  jeopardized 
by  future  deve lopment .  This  section  of  the  Draft  Statement  should 
probably  be  modified  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  local  situation 
and  the  status  of  plan,  policies,  and  controls  within  the  community. 
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A  RESOLUTION  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
OF  EL  PASO  COUNTY  AND  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY 
OF  COLORADO  SPRINGS  EXPRESSING  SUPPORT  FOR  THE 
LOCATION  OF  THE  CONSOLIDATED  SPACE  OPERATIONS  CENTER 
AND  DIRECTING  COUNTY  AND  CITY  STAFFS  TO  CONTINUE 
SPECIFIC  PLANNING  ACTIVITIES  TO  FACILITATE  THE 
INSTALLATION  OF  THE  CENTER. 

WHEREAS,  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  El  Paso 
County  and  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Colorado  Springs  to  encourage  location 
and  development  of  land  and  facilities  within  the  community  that  are  economically 
beneficial  to  El  Paso  County  and  the  City  of  Colorado  Springs;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  to  be  located  approxi¬ 
mately  ten  miles  east  of  the  City  of  Colorado  Springs  within  El  Paso  County  will 
directly  benefit  the  local  economy;  and 

WHEREAS,  El  Paso  County  and  the  City  of  Colorado  Springs  have  continually 
conducted  planning  activities  to  ensure  that  new  development  and  future  growth  is 
compatible  with  existing  land  use  patterns,  is  compatible  with  local  public  service 
facilities,  and  is  compl imentary  to  local  tax  and  market  conditions  within  the 
respective  jurisdictions;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  planning  staffs  of  both  jurisdictions  and  of  the  Pikes  Peak 
Area  Council  of  Governments  have  reviewed  the  proposed  plan  for  location  of  the 
Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  and  find  development  of  the  site  to  present 
no  serious  environmental,  service,  or  land  use  problems;  and 

WHEREAS,  El  Paso  County  and  the  City  of  Colorado  Springs  are  completing 
approval  of  the  1981  local  budget  of  which  said  planning  activities  are  a  part  and 
in  which  it  is  desirable  to  allocate  personnel  and  funds  to  specifically  plan  for 
the  location  and  development  of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center; 

NOW.  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS  OF 
EL  PASO  COUNTY  AND  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  OF  COLORADO  SPRINGS: 

Section  1.  That  the  appropriate  departments  of  the  County  and  City  will 
assign  staffs  and  allocate  funds  within  their  1981  budgets  for  the  purpose  of 
strengthening  planning  activities  to  assist  with  the  location  and  installation 
of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center. 
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Section  2.  That  appropriate  land  use  controls  have  been  adopted  by  El  Paso 
County  and  the  City  of  Colorado  Springs  and  that  authority  exists  for  the  adoption 
of  further  measures  to  ensure  that  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  and 
the  surrounding  area  are  developed  In  an  orderly  and  mutually  compatible  manner. 

Section  3.  That  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  and  the  City  Council  as 
elected  officials  of  the  County  and  the  City  believe  that  the  location  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  will  be  beneficial  to  both  the 
County  and  the  City  and  will  extend  every  effort  to  ensure  this  end. 

Section  4.  That  El  Paso  County  and  the  City  of  Colorado  Springs  will 
cooperate  to  the  fullest  with  all  Federal  and  State  officials  to  facilitate  the 
installation  of  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center. 

DATED  this  9th  day  of  October,  1980,  at  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado. 


BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 
OF  EL  PASO  COUNTY,  COLORADO 


El  Paso  County  Clerk 


CITY  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY  OF 
COLORADO  SPRINGS 
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_ PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS _ 

27  E.  Vrnnijo,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80901  (303)  471-7080 
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A  ‘IS  I'l  l  AKINCIKMISI  lit  V  1 1  W 


Date:  December  II,  1‘TRO 


I'PAI'i;  I  don  t  i  I'i  c  r  :  K().  |  (,7 


TO:  Deputy  for  Environment  and  Jlafcty 

Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (SAF/M^f  <-\ 1 
ADDRESS:  _ Washington L_D.  20330 _ _  _ 

FROM:  Patricia  H.  Denham,  Environmental  Coordinator  jljJ 

PROTECT  TITLE:  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center/DEIS 


The  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Covornmcnt s  at  its  mooting  on  12/1 0/ 1 9 80 
voted  to  forward  the  following  comment ( s )  on  this  proposed  project: 

Favorable  -  the  project  does  not  appear  to  conflict  with 
Regional  Plans,  programs,  or  objectives. 

[  ]  Unfavorable,  for  the  following  reasons: 


j  |  No  Comment 

|  |  No  Action,  postponed  until  the  next  _____ _ 

The  following  comments  were  made  by  the  I’PACC.  Board: 
See  attached  memo 


Copies  of  the  following  arc  attached:  j_X _|  Local  Comments 

HO  ,1,>ACC  Staff  Comment 

fxj  Copy  sent  to  State  Clearinghouse  on  December  12,  1980 

Please  forward  a  copy  of  this  form  and  local  comments  with  your 
application  to  the  funding  agency. 
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A- 95  REVIEW  SUMMARY 


Date : 


December  2,  1980 


FROM: 


Patricia  II.  Denham 


SUBJECT:  A-9S  Review,  PNR  »  so~ 167 _ 

PROJECT  TITLE:  CONSOLIDATED  SPACE  OPERATIONS  CENTER/DEIS 


APPLICANT: 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 


APPLICANT'S  ADDRESS:  Office  of  Secretary 

United  States  Air  Force,  Washington,  D.  C. 


GRANT  AMOUNT: 


Total 


Federal : 


;  State: 


;  Local 


Other: 


FUNDING  AGENCY: 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 


PROJECT  DURATION:  From _ to_ 

GEOGRAPHIC  AREA  COVERED  BY  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT: 


El  Paso  County 


PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:  See  attached  memo 


Ha* 

<  Hr  MAN 
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VI  (I) 


OsnsM  R.  UM 
1  at  ViCC  CHAIRMAN 


CHAIRMAN 


WHHam  c.  CMs 
SECRETARY 


Shtlsy  WsSsnM 
TRCASURCR 


Roland  Oaw 

6KECUTIV1  DIRECTOR 
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CONSISTENCY  WITH  ADOPTED  PLANS: 


Date  Adopted 


|  Transportation  Plan  -  Long  Range  Element  September  8,  1971 
[M~|  Regional  Open  Space  Plan  December  8,  1971 


[  *~]  Transportation  Plan  -  Systems 

Management  Element 

| XX  |  "208"  Areawide  Water  Quality 

Management  Plan 

Regional  Development  Framework 
(Land  Use  Element) 


December  8,  1971 
February  9,  1977 


October  12,  1977 


November  9,  1977 


August  9,  1978 


|  |  Regional  Housing  Plan  April  12,  1978 

|  xx  1  Air  Quality  Maintenance  Plan  for  the  September  13,  1979 

Colorado  Springs  Urbanized  Area 

[ x  |  "208"  Water  Quality  Management  Plan  August  9,  1978 

Update 

I  1  Region  IV  Criminal  Justice  Action  Plan  Annually 

|  |  Areawide  Agency  on  Aging  Plan  Annually 

|  }  Regional  Development  Projections 

|  j  Other  _ 

LOCAL  COMMENTS  REQUESTED  FROM  THE  FOLLOWING  AGENCY (S) /ORGAN I ZATION (S) : 

Sec  it t ached 


Annually 

Annually 


STAFF  COMMENTS: 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO:  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments 


SUBJECT:  A -OF.  Review,  I ’NR  "SO- 107 

Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

lies c rijvt  ion  o_f_  P rop osed  Alternatives 

The  proposed  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center  (CSOC)  is  a 
ground  control  center  that  includes  a  complex  of  buildings  and  an 
antenna  field.  Initially  five  antennas  would  be  installed  with 
provisions  for  additional  antennas  as  yet  not  identified.  Operation 
of  the  CSOC  would  require  a  combined  military  and  civilian  labor 
force  of  about  2,000  persons.  When  dependents  are  considered,  the 
CSOC  population  could  total  approximately  6,100  persons. 

The  three  locations,  Peterson  AFR/Colorado  Springs,  Kirtland  Al-B/ 
Albuquerque,  and  Malmstrom  APB/Grcat  Palls,  were  considered  as 
candidate  CSOC  sites  and  all  meet  the  basic  geographic,  technical, 
support  and  resource  siting  criteria.  The  Colorado  Springs  location 
is  preferred  because  of  its  unique  operational  advantages.  Specif¬ 
ically  considered  were  the  effects  resulting  from  geographical 
proximity  of  the  CSOC  with  the  Space  Defense  Operations  Center  (SPADOl) 


ROM  : 


Patricia  II.  Denham 


Project  Descrijition  of  Selected  Alternative 

The  Department  of  the  Air  force  proposes  to  locate  the  Consolidated 
Space  Operations  Center  (CSOC)  in  the  Peterson  Air  force  Base/ 
Colorado  Springs  area. 

The  Peterson  Air  force  Base/Colorado  Springs  area  was  selected  as 
the  prime  candidate  because  of  its  unique  operational  advantages 
which  accrue  from  its  nr ox i mi  tv  to  related  activities,  namely  the 
Space  Defense  Operations  Center  (SPADOC)  of  the  North  American  Air 
Defense  Command  at  the  United  States  Air  force  Cheyenne  Mountain 
Complex.  Proximate  location  of  CSOC  and  SPADOC  would  provide  a 
foundation  for  significant,  long-term  operational  efficiencies 
stemming  from  convenient  facc-to-face  planning  as  well  as  shared 
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support  tasks.  In  this  regard,  SPAIKK1  wi  II  he  able  to  provide  the 
CSOC  with  a  link  into  the  existing  space  surveillance  and  warning 
structure.  The  proximate  siting  of  these  two  functions  also  offers 
flexibility  to  accommodate  future,  unfolding  defense  missions  in 
space.  The  CSOC  will  require  a  new  technical  facility  totaling 
about  370,000  square  feet  plus  100,000  square  feet  of  support 
facilities.  Construction  of  CS0C  is  currently  planned  to  begin 
during  fiscal  year  1982  on  one  of  two  possible  sites  in  the  Colorado 
Springs,  Colorado  area. 

The  Air  force  is  considering  one  of  two  specific  sites  east  of 
Colorado  Springs  for  the  CS0C  facility  location.  Their  location 
is  about  10  miles  east  of  the  City  limits,  and  1-2  miles  south  of 
Highway  94.  The  sites  under  consideration  are  Sections  24  and  26 
of  Range  64  West  Township  14  South;  Section  26  adjoins  the  east 
side  of  Enoch  Road  and  Section  24  is  one  mile  further  east  at  the 
northeast  corner  of  Section  26.  These  two  sections  are  portions 
of  a  larger  block  of  land  which  was  put  under  State  ownership  by 
the  Federal  government  when  Colorado  became  a  State  in  187b.  The 
sections  arc  undeveloped  and  are  occasionally  used  for  livestock 
grazing.  Other  than  three  farmhouses  on  property  adjoining  the 
south  and  west  property  lines  of  Section  26,  there  are  no  other 
inhabited  dwellings  on  property  adjoining  cither  section  of  land. 

A  small  subdivision  called  the  Rolling  Hills  Ranch  Estates  is 
located  northeast  of  Section  24  and  will  probably  be  developed  by 
the  respective  lot  owners  at  some  time  in  the  future. 

Several  ranches  and  small  farms  are  the  predominant  land  use  in 
the  vicinity.  A  coal  mining  operation  has  recently  been  approved 
in  the  area  south  of  Highway  94  off  of  Franccville  Road  (three 
miles  west  of  the  CSOC  sites);  mining  will  begin  this  year. 

Personnel  Phase- In 

‘When  fully  operational  in  mid  calendar  year  198S,  the  CSOC  would 
employ  approximately  300  Air  Force  military  personnel,  100  Department 
of  the  Air  Force  civilian  personnel,  and  approximately  1,400  con¬ 
tractor  personnel.  Operational  manpower  for  CSOC  would  be  phased 
over  a  three-year  period  beginning  in  fiscal  year  1983,  as  indicated 
in  Table  1.  The  accompanying  base  support  requirement  (for 

such  services  as  personnel,  accounting,  civil  engineering,  etc.), 
would  cause  an  additional  manpower  increase  of  about  120  persons. 

‘Corrections  suggested  by  the  Air  Force:  1,200  contractor  personnel 
and  70-100  persons. 
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Tub lo  I 

CSOC  Personnel  Phase-In 


Personnel  Category 

1 

198.1 

:iscal  Year 
‘  1984 

1985  ' 

Tot  a  1 

Mi  1  i  t  ary  :  Of  f  i  ce rs 

■>  *7 

29 

7  1 

128 

Ai  mien 

51 

55 

84 

190 

Total  Mi  1 i t ary 

78 

"  84 

156 

118 

Civil  Servi ce 

1  1 

28 

72 

1  1 1 

Con t  ractors 

1  19 

517 

957 

1,411 

Base  Support 

16 

14 

71 

121 

TOTAL  PPRSONNI.L 

224 

481  1 

,256 

1  ,9(i.1 

For  purposes  of  determining  popul  at  i  on- re  1  a  ted  impacts,  the  total 
number  of  CSOC  employees  was  assumed  to  be  about  2,000.  Using  a 
factor  of  .1.2  persons  per  household,  the  CSOC- generated  popul at  ion 
was  therefore  6,100  additional  people  at  each  of  the  three 
candidate  locations. 

environmental  Impacts  of  tire  CSOC  Project 

The  environmental  impacts  that  are  expected  to  occur  with  the 
construction  and  operation  of  the  CSOC  at  each  of  the  three 
candidate  locations  are  not  considered  to  be  of  significant 
magnitude.  There  are  essentially  four  areas  of  concern  that 
would  be  affected  to  varying  degrees  at  each  ot  thi  three 
candidate  locations.  They  arc: 

°  Air  Quality  :  The  CSOC  project  traffic  would  add  to  the 

degradation  of  air  quality  at  all  three 
locations.  However,  the  percentage  increase 
in  yearly  emissions  is  below  2i.  in  Croat 
falls  and  under  .S"o  in  Colorado  Springs 
and  Albuquerque. 

0  Traffic  CSOC  project  traffic  would  add  to  the  existing 

congestion  at  base  entry  gates  and  on  local 
roads  and  base  interior  roads,  particularly 
during  rush  hour.  Because  of  the  singular 
access  road  to  the  Colorado  Springs  CSOC 
site,  project  traffic  would  be  concentrated 
on  a  single  rural  highway.  This  impact  could 
he  mitigated  with  car/vanpool ing  and  staggered 
work  hours. 


(OVIilO 
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°  1. 1  ect  romagnot  i  c 

Rad  i  a  t  i  on  I  1  e\.  t  romagnot  u  i ad i a! ion  I  rom  tin-  ('..‘'.DC. 

antennas  is  not  ant  i  r  i  pat  ed  to  he  hazardous 
to  occupational  personnel  at  ground  level, 
f 1 ect ro-exp losi ve  devices  carried  on  aircraft 
could  he  activated,  however.  lor  this  reason 
aircraft  should  he  restricted  inside  a  1,000 
foot  radius  of  the  antenna  field.  Under  normal 
conditions  there  are  no  aircraft  flying  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  CSOC  site  at  either 
Colorado  Springs  or  Albuquerque.  At  Malmstrom 
AI-'B  considerable  flight  activity  occurs  in 
close  proximity  to  the  CSOC  site  due  to  the 
nearby  runway. 

°  Public  Schools  :  Public  school  enrollment  has  declined  over 

the  past  few  years  at  each  of  the  three  locations. 
The  CSOC  project  could,  depending  on  the  number 
of  new  families  moving  into  the  area,  require 
the  re-opening  of  school  facilities  ('classrooms) 
that  have  been  closed  during  the  past  few  years. 

In  the  Great  Palls  location,  it  may  be  necessary 
to  re-open  an  entire  school  in  the  event  the 
majority  of  the  CSOC  employees  were  new  to  the 
Great  falls  area.  Construction  of  new  facilities 
would  not  he  required  as  a  result  of  CSOC. 


In  addition  to  the  above  impacts  which  are  common  to  varying  degrees 
at  all  three  candidate  locations,  there  are  several  considerations 
that  are  unique  to  one  or  two  of  the  candidate  sites.  These  are: 


Growth 
I  ndueement 


I nt  rus i on 


The  CSOC  location  10  miles  east  of  the  urbanized 
:  area  of  Colorado  Springs  could  encourage  commer¬ 
cial  development  along  Highway  91.  Such  development 
would  he  outside  the  areas  of  current  growth 
patterns . 

Both  the  Colorado  Springs  and  Great  falls  sites 
:  are  such  that  portions  of  the  CSOC  would  be 
visible  from  adjoining  public  roads,  highways 
and  scattered  homes.  This  impact  could  he 
positive  or  negative  depending  on  one's  personal 
preferences,  but  would  tend  to  he  considered  as 
an  adverse  impact  by  those  who  live  in  the 
immediate  area. 


Mitigation  Measures 

Mitigation  measures  that  will  he  incorporated  in  the  CSOC  to 
alleviate  adverse  impacts  are  as  follows: 
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°  St  aggered  work  hours  to  minimize  loco]  traffic  congestion 
°  Car  and  vanpooling  will  he  encouraged  to  reduce  air  pollution, 
traffic  congestion  and  gasoline  consumption 
°  Landscaping  will  he  used  to  minimize  visual  obtrusion  of  the 
CSOC 

°  Field  survey  measurements  will  be  conducted  after  antenna 
installation  to  identify  specific  areas,  if  any,  where  pro¬ 
hibited  or  restricted  access  is  required  duo  to  electromagnetic 
rad i at i on 

°  Air  traffic  will  be  restricted  within  a  1,000  foot  radius  of 
the  antenna  field  to  avoid  accidental  activation  of  electro¬ 
explosive  devices. 

Long-Term  Uenot  its  of  the  CSOC _ Pro i ect 

The  CSOC  project  would  generate  a  positive  influence  on  the  local 
economy  at  each  of  the  three  candidate  locations.  In  each  area 
local  businesses  would  be  stimulated  and  unemployment  would  probably 
tend  to  decrease.  The  public  school  districts  would  benefit  from 
the  added  Federal  funds  generated  by  students  of  th'  CSOC  employees. 

From  a  National  standpoint,  the  CSOC  would  enhance  the  National 
defense  posture  of  the  United  States  through  its  ability  to  protect 
National  security  data,  respond  to  National  defense  priorities,  ana 
retain  mission  authority  over  military  Space  Shuttle  missions. 
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Local  Comments  Requested  I  com  the  Following  Agency  (  s  )  /Organ i  zat  ions 


Agency ( s ) /Person ( s) 

1.  Director  of  Public  Works, 

City  of  Colorado  Springs 

2.  Congressmen  Kogovsek 

o.  Cherokee  Water  District 

4.  Colorado  Division  of  Highways 

5.  Intergovernmental  Relations  Div 
City  of  Colorado  Springs 

(i.  Kidefiold  School  District  #3 

7.  Colorado  Springs  School 
District  « 1 1 

8.  FI  Paso  County  Department 
of  Transportation 

9.  Falcon  School  District  #49 


10.  Honorable  W.  11.  Becker 


11.  Chamber  of  Commerce, 

Local  Industry  Committee 

12.  Pikes  Peak  Water  Company 

13.  Flicott  School  District  #22 

14.  Congressman  Kramer 

15.  Home  Builders  Association 
1  (i .  Aiken  Audubon  Society 

17.  Sierra  Club 

IS.  City  Planning  Department 

19.  Mountain  View  Flectric  Assn. 

20.  County  Land  Use  Department 

Staff  Comments 


Comments  Received 
Favorable  On  fa vo rah  1 e 


X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

So  comment 

X 

X 

X,  School  District  passed 
bond  issue  to  allow  growth 
of  700  students 
X,  Suggested  we  request 
assistance  from  Senators 
Armstrong,  Hart  and 
Congressman  Kramer 

X 

X,  Can  provide  CS0C  with 
potable  water 
X,  Comments  attached 

NCR 

NCR 

NCR 

NCR 

NCR 

NCR 

x.  Comments  attached 


Transport  at  ion  Impacts 

Page  1 1 1-7,  paragraph  _1_  -  No  funds  have  been  committed  or  programmed 
for  construction  of  Powers  Boulevard,  but  it  is  not  unreasonable  to 
expect  substantial  work  on  the  project  during  the  1980-1990  period. 

The  major  bypass  route  about  four  miles  west  of  F.noch  Road  is  Mark- 
sheffel  Road  -  plans  for  reconstructing  this  road  to  freeway  standards 
have  been  dropped  due  to  financial  inf eas i bi 1 i tv . 
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Page  IV  -1,  paragraphs  a  and  4  -  The  number  of  vehicle  trips 
associated  with  swing  shift  and  night  shift  workers  appears  to 
he  underestimated  by  a  factor  of  2,  based  on  trip  generation 
rates  assumed.  This  would  not  great lv  affect  conclusions  drawn 
from  traffic  analyses,  however. 

Page  IV -2.  paragraph  a  -  The  one-direction  peak  hour  volumes 
cited  for  Peterson  Boulevard  (4,100  vehicles  per  hour)  are 
extremely  high,  and  would  imply  severe  traffic  congestion. 

Arc  these  volumes  actually  spread  over  a  two-hour  peak  period 
in  both  the  morning  and  afternoon?  Assuming  the  report  gives  two- 
hour  rather  than  one-hour  peak  flow  pe  r  i  o<l ,  p  rob  1  ems  would  In-  expected 
at  the  confluence  of  H.S.2I,  S.il.  u  |  ,  and  Peterson  Boulevard. 

(  S0(  tacility  planning  should  include  specific  recommendation,  for 
acvoimv.odat  i  ng  projected  traffic  flows  at  the  confluence. 

Soc  i  oe c onom  i  c_  J mpaet  s 

Page  11-9,  Mousing,  Civilian  -  There  are  enough  vacant  housing 
units  as  of  .January  1,  1980  (4,340)  to  house  all  projected  CSOC 
personnel  (1,96.3)  and  still  leave  a  vacancy  rate  of  2. IT,  (see 
Table  2).  With  a  phase-in  of  personnel  over  a  three-year  period, 
wc  would  expect  no  appre  iable  decline  in  vacancies.  The  housing 
market  is  presently  in  balance.  The  total  vacancy  rate  is  neither 
too  high  nor  too  low  (3.9°).  The  current  level  of  housing  construc¬ 
tion  (about  4,000  units  a  year)  is  well  below  the  10,000  units  per 
year  constructed  in  1972.  The  housing  construction  industry  is  not 
at  capacity  according  to  today’s  building  rates. 

Table  2 


OCCDPII  I)  1I0US  INC  STOCK 
i:i  Paso  County,  January,  1980 


Total 

Vacant 

Pc  rcent 

Occupi ed 

Stock 

Stock 

Vacant 

Stock 

Single  Family 

69 ,6.30 

1  ,7-10 

2  rs 

67,890 

Mu  1 1 i - Fami 1 y 

37.470 

2,540 

6.8 

34  ,930 

Mobile  Home'. 

5,010 

60 

1  .  2 

4  ,950 

TOTAL 

112,110 

4,340 

3.9 

107,770 

SOIIRCL:  PPACC 

es  t i mates 

Calculations:  1,340  vacant  units 

-  1 , 00 3  CSOC  personnel 

2,377  vacant  units  based  on  assumption  that 

all  CSOC  personnel  came  in  January  1,  1980 

_ 2_, 377_  -  2.1T  vacancy  rate  based  on  assumption 

112,110  that  all  CSOC  personnel  came  in 

on  January  1,  1980 


(OVF.R) 
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A i  r  Qua  1 i tv  I mpact s 

Page  1 1 1  -  7 ,  paragraph  1  -  The  coal  mining  operation  south  of 
Highway  9-1  on  l-'ranccvi  1  le  Road  will  impact  particulate  pollution. 

At  full  operating  capacity,  150  loaded  trucks  per  day  will  enter 
the  highway  at  francev i 1 1 e  Road  heading  west  to  Colorado  Springs. 

To  mitigate  visual  effects  and  reentrained  dust  these  trucks  should 
he  covered.  If  possible,  HI  Paso  County  should  require  covering 
of  the  trucks  as  a  condition  to  operate. 


103 


Page  1 1 1 -J_2  ,  *5  -  The  State  of  Colorado  has  adopted  Senate  Bill  #52, 
Automotive  Inspection  and  Maintenance.  A  copy  will  he  forwarded 
with  local  comments. 

Page  IV- 7,  paragraph  2  -  To  mitigate  impact  of  motor  vehicle 
emissions  as  a  result  of  traffic  related  to  the  CSOC  operations, 
the  employer  should  assist  and  encourage  ridesharing. 

Page  1 V - 1 8 ,  paragraph  2  -  Strongly  support  control  of  dust  from 
the  unpaved  road. 


104 
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W;  1 te_r  Qua  lit  y  I  mp  acts 

Page  1  IJ_-J h ,  paragraph  3  -  As  stated  in  the  PHIS,  an  amendment 
to  Project  Aquarius  is  required  prior  to  certification  of  the 
treatment  plant  (i.c.,  issuance  of  a  N.P.P.H.S  effluent  discharge 
permit).  Project  Aquarius  is  scheduled  for  an  update  in  1981, 
therefore  the  proposed  treatment  plant  can  be  incorporated  into 
the  plan. 

H  lect  ronuignet j  c  _Radi  atj_on  Impacts 

Page  _i  V  -  paragraph  7  -  The  subject  of  electromagnetic  radiation 
(i.MR)  hazard  lias  been  receiving  increased  public  attention.  This 
is  particularly  the  case  when  radiation  extends  to  property  outside 
the  controlled  facilities  boundaries.  The  communication  antennas 
associated  with  tiie  CSOC  facility  produce  ground  level  power 
densities  ( both  inside  and  outside  the  fenced  CSOC  area)  that  are 
considerably  below  those  considered  hazardous  on  the  basis  of 
current  st  at  e- of- knowledge . 


Based  on  review  of  the  PHIS  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  has 
recommended  mitigations  to  reduce  the  impact  of  electromagnetic 
radiations  to  personnel  at  the  site  and  surrounding  land  uses. 

I n  addition,  they  recommended  that  aircraft  be  restricted  from 
within  1,000  feet  of  the  CSOC  facility  because  of  the  S-Band  and 
the  !  lect  ro-explosive  Device  Safety  (HH.D)  Standards.  According 
to  projections,  no  single  antenna  or  combination  of  antennas  would 
he  capable  of  producing  ground  level  power  densities  that  exceed 
I  I  D  cri  teri  a  . 


/■*  , 
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Consistency  with  keg  i  un.i  1  Plansand  I’rograjiis 

The  proposed  project  is  inconsistent  with  local  land  use  policies,  |  106 

plans  and  controls  for  the  following  reasons: 

Development  Framework.  for  they  Pikes  Peak  Region 

The  framework  document  emphasizes  the  need  to  pursue  a  combination 
of  both  selective  infilling  of  vacant  developable  land  within  the 
City  limits  and  selective  annexation  of  land  that  is  a  logical 
extension  of  existing  development.  The  proposed  CSOC  facility  is 
compatible  with  the  adopted  Regional  Development  framework.  The 
Development  Framework  provides  the  flexibility  for  unique  siting 
requirements  for  activities  such  as  CSOC.  Large  scale  commercial, 
industrial  and  residential  development  in  the  vicinity  of  the  CSOC 
facility  would  not  ho  compatible  with  adopted  regional  policy  toward 
deve lopment . 

City  of  Colorado  Springs  Policy  Governing  Development  (i.e.,  infilling! 

"The  City  should  consider  the  possibility  of  providing  full  urban 
services  to  lands  within  the  Planning  Area  (essentially  confined  to 
the  urban  areal  with  the  exceptions  of  1)  existing  contractual 
commitments  for  utilities,  2)  airport  development,  or  3)  region-wide 
programs  such  as  economic  development  for  future  wastewater  treatment 
plan.  Within  the  Planning  Area  services  should  only  be  provided  for 
developments  which  are  adjacent  to  existing  developed  areas,  consistent 
with  open  space  and  all  other  adopted  land  development  policies." 

FI  Pas o  County  Land  Do v c lopment  Code 

"It  is  the  policy  of  the  County  to  encourage  development  which 
utilizes  existing  services  and  facilities  without  overburdening 
such  facilities  and  services,  or  resulting  in  the  need  to  provide 
additional  services  and  facilities." 

208  Areawide  Water  Quality  Management  Plan 

Proposed  treatment  facility  not  included  in  Project  Aquarius  five 
year  treatment  plant  needs. 

A  i_r  Qua  lj  ty_  Mai  ntenance  Plan  for  the  Colo  rado  Springs  Urbanized  Area 

Proposed  project  could  increase  motor  vehicle  emission  in  the  Region 
In'  .2*,  this  increase  may  requi re  the  City  of  Colorado  Springs  and 
hi  Paso  County  to  adopt  additional  transportation  control  measures. 

In  addition,  impacts  (emissions)  from  the  project  will  be  incorporated 
in  the  1982  SIP  revision. 
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Staff"  ltccomim.-iul.it  ions 

1.  Local  school  districts  and  the  economy  will  benefit  from  the 
project.  School  districts  will  receive  both  State  and  federal 
ADA  (Average  Daily  Attendance)  funds.  All  of  the  projected  2,160 
CSOC  students  wou.d  generate  $444,868  (based  on  $212  per  student) 

in  federal  ADA  money.  However,  the  Lllicott  School  District  109 

will  receive  the  greatest  impact.  Percentage  wise,  if  1 0°o 
of  the  projected  2,160  students  or  216  students  (representing 
about  100  families)  their  enrollment  would  increase  by  ISO 
plus  percent. 

2.  Revenue  will  be  generated  primarily  in  the  form  of  various 
taxes  such  as  gasoline,  cigarette,  sales  taxes  and  the  State 
income  tax. 

3.  County  r.oning  on  land  along  Highway  91  and  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  CSOC  should  be  implemented  to  provide  a  mechanism 
to  protect  the  integrity  of  both  the  CSOC  facilitv  and  the 
established  farms  in  the  area,  and  the  existing  rural  environment. 

4.  Revisions  or  amendments  to  City  and  County  policies  that 
discourage  encmachnw-nt  near  the-  CSOC  facility  should  therefore 
he  implemented  through  the  coning  modi  an  i  sin . 

5.  If  possible,  plans  should  he  formulated  to  increase  Highway  94 
from  a  2-lane  to  4-lane  highway  or  to  provide  turnouts  or 
spotwi den i ng .  Between  the  hours  of  7:30  a. in.  to  8:30  a.m.  and 
3:00  p.m.  to  4:00  p.m,  the  Lllicott  School  District  operates 
one  or  more-  buses  on  Highway  94  between  mile  marker  1  and  17, 
these  buses  will  stop  all  traffic  at  various  loading  and 
unloading  points. 

(>.  To  mitigate  the  air  quality  impact,  we  recommend  the  encourage¬ 
ment  of  a  vanpool  program  or  shuttle  bus  system  perhaps  utilizing  jjj 
Peterson  Field  as  a  park  and  ride  facility.  If  implemented  this 
would  he  in  compliance  with  the  General  Services  Administration's 
temporary  regulations  published  October  17,  1980  in  the  Federal 
Register,  pages  (>8936  and  68937. 

7.  Local  governments  should  work  closely  with  Department  of  the 

Air  Force  personnel  and  their  consultant  to  ensure  that  policies, 
plans  and  programs  adequately  protect  and  enhance  the  environment, 
economy  and  welfare  of  the  Region. 

8.  If  possible,  the  local  task  force  could  he  re-established  to  ensure 
that  if  the  Colorado  Springs  site  is  funded,  local  coordination 
can  occur  as  "expeditiously  as  possible". 

9.  I’PACG  should  adopt  a  resolution  expressing  support  for  the 
location,  construction  and  operations  of  the  CSOC  within  the 
Pikes  Peak  Region. 

kb 
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onorable  W.ll.  Becker 
118  Bellaire  Drive 
olo.  Spgs .  ,  CO  80909 


.  John  A.  Covert 
nt ergovernmental  Relations 
Division 
1 1  v  Mail  *109 

Donald  Tolbert,  Super. 
.Icon  School  District  *49 
k  .  1 

..ton,  CO  8 OS  31 


•  i.ity  for  environ,  !',  Safety 
■ffice  of  the  Sect,  of  the 
Air  force  (SAf/MQ) 

.  ishington,  D.C .  2 U 3 3 0 


,re  small  kogovsek 
n0  S.  Circle  Drive 
iorado  Spgs . ,  CO  S0910 


pressman  Kramer 
North  Union 

■Iorado  Spgs.,  CO  80909 


Allan  W.  Kieven,  Pres, 
ime  Builders  Assoc. 

.  1  1  Potter  Drive 
I  a  .  Spgs .  ,  CO  80909 


.  Dan  Martinez 
■  cal  Industry  Subcom. 

!o‘.  Spgs.  Chai’.bcr  of  Com. 
f\  Chase  Stone  Center 
jo.  Spy s . ,  CO  80908 

,.  ilelen  '.bur  Ion 
Ken  Autoboa  Soviet) 

1 1  hood  Avenue 
•lu.  Spgs.,  CO  80903 


Cu  1  .  Rob  Dan  i  c  1  ,  Rei  . 
Sierra  Club 
1  007  No  rt  li  Un  i  on 
Colo.  Spgs . ,  CO  80909 

Mr.  City  hall. ice,  (ha  iiman 
Colo.  Spy s .  Planning  (Ami.. 
P.0.  Box  34,8 
Colo.  Spgs.,  (10  809'M 

Mr.  Bud  Owsley,  Director 
Colo.  Spgs.  Planning  Dept. 
City  Mail  ■"  305 


Mr.  Dewitt  Miller,  Dir. 
Public  Works  Dept, 
f i t  y  Ma i 1  *  340 


Mt .  View  l.lectric  Assoc. 
3524  North  Tejon 
Colo.  Spgs . ,  CO  8090? 


William  T.  Wildman,  Dir. 
Ill  I'aso  County  I, and  Use 
27  fast  Vermiio 
Colo.  Spgs. ,  CO  80903 


State  of  Colorado 

l)iv.  of  Uwy.,  18  f.  Arvada 

P.O.  Box  159 

Colo.  Spgs.,  CO  80901 

Attn:  Vic  Anders,  Res.  lug. 

1.1  Paso  Co.  Dept,  of  Iran'.. 
3120  Century  Street 
Colo.  Spgs.,  CO  80907 
Attn:  Ccorge  Madril,  In,.,  id. 


Cherokee  Water  District 

702  Western  Dr.,  P.O.  Box  9908 

Colo.  Spgs. ,  CO  80932 

Attn:  f .  Stuart  Loos  ley,  Man. 


Rodney  Preisscr,  Pres. 
Pikes  Peak  Water  Company 
4-103  Whispering  Circle 
Colo.  Spgs.,  CO  80917 


Dr.  Dwight  M.  Davis,  Super. 
Colo.  Spgs.  School  Dist.  *1 
111S  North  f.l  Paso 
Colo.  Spgs.,  CO  80903 


Dr.  dailies  B.  Knox,  Super. 
Widefield  School  hist.  *3 
1820  Main  Street 
Security,  CO  8<><Jll 
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TO:  A- 95  File,  PNR  #80-167 

FROM:  Peterson  AFB ,  .lack  Tuckston  per  Telephone  Message, 

December  9,  1980 

SUBJF.CT:  Comments  on  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center/DKIS 

Comments  received  are  in  reference  to  a  PPACG  memo  dated  December  2, 

1980  to  the  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Governments. 

Page  2  -  typographical  error  -  1976  should  read  1876. 

Page  2  -  Personnel  Phase-In  -  General  comment  that  "numbers  are  still 
being  juggled  by  contractors".  Suggested  the  following 
corrections;  1,200  contractor  personnel  rather  than  1,400, 
and  80-100  additional  manpower  increases  rather  than  120 
persons . 

Page  7  -  Stated  that  these  paragraphs  do  not  exist  (pages  IX- 1 

paragraph  2  and  4....)  this  is  a  typographical  error,  it 
should  read  IV- 1 ,  paragraph  2  and  4...  . 

Page  8  -  Air  Quality  Impacts  -  Page  1 1 1 -  7 ,  Paragraph  1,  Questioned 
relevance  to  the  CSOC  facility. 

Page  8  -  Page  1V-7,  paragraph  2,  "Can't  mandate  that  employee 

carpool".  PPACG' s  intent  is  to  require  employer  to  assist 
with  and  encourage  ridesharing. 

Page  8  -  Hlectromagnctie  Radiation  Impacts  -  Page  IV-21,  paragraph  7, 
eliminate  the  word  would  from  the  fifth  line,  third  sentence. 

Page  10-  #5  -  add  the  following  wording,  "and  the  existing  rural 
en  vi  ronment " . 

Page  10-  #5  -  "Concur  with  use  of  spot  widening  or  turnouts". 

No  additional  concerns  were  expressed. 
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_ PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  Of  GOVERNMENTS _ 

27  E.  Vermijo,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903  (303)  471-7080 

REQUEST  FOR  LOCAL  COMMENTS  FOR  CLEARINGHOUSE  REVIEW 

1 1/7/80 _  PPACG  Identifier  _ 

Stanton  L.  Roberts.  Superintendent _ 

II  |  lent  t  School  Pi  strict  II 22 _ , _ 

It .  It ,  _ _  _ _ _ _ _  . _ _ _ _ 

La Ih. in.  CO  SOH08  _ 

Patricia  Denham,  Environmental  Coordinator _ 

Project  Title  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center.  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
_ Statement _  . 


Date 

To 


Applicant 


United  States  Government ,  Department  of  the  Air  Force 


lo  help  in  the  (Iraringhousc  review  process  the  PPACG  is  requesting  your  agency  m  jurisdictions  comments 
on  this  proposed  project.  A  description  ot  the  project  is  attached.  Please  answer  the  tallowing  questions,  if 
applicable.  Make  .my  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided. 


Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 


No  This  project  is  consistent  with  the  goals,  objectives,  plans  and  programs 
of  this  agency  or  jurisdiction. 

No  There  is  a  need  for  this  project. 

No  This  project  is  the  most  effective  and  efficient  way  to  meet  the  need. 
No  There  is  evidence  that  this  project  duplicates  an  existing  program. 


_  No  comments  at  this  time. 

Additional  comments  The  aUovo  check  list  1:3  not  applicable  to  be _ 

_ _i.il i ./•  w ■  .!■'.■  J  Oa.  .4  UiiJUsv  1.  i'lvl  r.U't  wll.ii  fi'iipi'cit.  l.o  a  lY.dv.r3  1 . £r<jl<Hl 

1 1 1 1  I  I ,  I  ■  I  ■  :  I  I  !  VI  •  I  "ii  .Ill'll  1 .  1  *  >  1 1 .'  I  |  I  M  I  V  1  l’<  >1 1  ini' H  l..'|  I  1  llip.'i  i  •  I  pi  s  1  It  I  a  1. 1  i.'t  t 

_ iii  v  ■  •  _r  i.p_i _ I . .  ■  .'opti  1  /'  -i  I  in  li.'io.k  jijr'iMnnI  I  n  I'o  final.  Ion _ a:~.  mailed. _ 

i-'or  wtrii  1  hey  arp  worth  f  aha  11  Hat  a  number  of  comments  by _ 


r;a f  at'or 


(continue  comments  on  back  of  this  form,  if  necessary) 

!  1 1-114  15100 

_ November  28.  1980  _ _ 


PLEASE  KEEP  THE  PINK  COPY  FOR 

YOUR  RECORDS  AND  RETURN  -THE 

WHITE  AND  YELLOW  COPIES  TO  PPACG  no  later  than 


En  vi  ronment.  a  i  /one  1  o- 
oconomlc  Attribute _ 

Public  .School 


♦'  r1  ■ 


i'.nvlronmenta  i__  f ’ o ! is_t -gnotico r. 

Tic-  Board  of  Education  and  Adm !  ri  i t,  rat  1  on 
would  be  it. or. t  happy  to  cooperate  with  local  , 
:*t  a  to  and  federal  poop  i  e  and  agencies  who 
at’'-  or  will  bo  i  rr/r-l  vod  with  the  proposed 
. ■. |  ac' ■  ■  n t  '  ■  r . 

pr-  fao  !  ;  1  ty  proper  ,  a.-,  proi  •  .sed  will 
.  wholly  in  K  1 1  i  rc.ti.  echooL  Di  s  tri  ct  '/.o'-  . 


112 


Many  work"  re  will  pr*-  :Vr  t.o  1  I V"  or.  c  io;:*- 
•  •  work  an  r  i  b  !•• .  Mar.y  otrr-rr.  w  i  i.  ] 
i  rol'.>r  o  •  thrr  to  i  1  v- -  on  a  sm.n!  1  a<- roar;" 
or  rural  setting.  The  area  encompassed 
by  Ellicott  k'chooi  District  fits  Loth 
these  preferences. 


Any  new  residential  housing  lining  hast  of 
Peters  on  K i e 1  a  and  within  one  mile  North  or 
Mouth  of  Highway  94  will  he  in  Kill  cot  t  Echo 
i)i strict.  At  a  point  cj  miles  East  of 
Peterson  Field,  District:  P22  begin:;  to  widen 
first  to  the  South  then  to  the  North. 


113 


Pro cent ago  wise  if  we  were  to  receive  only 
10%  of  the  21(>0  anticipated  students,  cr 
21 h  students  representing  about  100  families 
our  enrol  Invnl  would  increase  'ey  one  hundred 
fifty  plus  per  cent.  An  impact  would  he 
greater  than  that  of  any  School  District. 


Federal  Impact  Monies,  PL.874  ,  are  now  being 
reduced.  The  major  school  funding  will 
come  from  state  and  local  sources. 


Between  the  hours,  of  7:  ’0  to  8:  of  A.M.  and 
8:00  to  4 :  10  F’.M.  Kilicott  does  operate  one 
or  more  buses  en  Highway  94  between  mile 
marker  1  and  17.  As  Highway  9  4  is  only  a 
two  lane  highway  these  buses  will  stop  ail 
traffic  at  various  loading  or  unloading 
point s  . 

Highway  'Hi  in  its  present,  width  and  state 
of  repair  is.  now  barely  adequate  ’o  handle 
the  current  commuter-  traffic  from  the  Hush 
and  KLlicott.  area,  plus  the  other  business 
t.  ra  ve  1  . 

Highway  94  traffic  would  be  increased  by 
business  and  tourist  tra f fie  as  w-ii  as 
CHOC  employees . 

immediate  plans,  sum -aid  tie  f  _  r-mu  1  at-  u  b: 

"4  lane"  Highway  at  East  to  the  C.'t'X* 
location . 


III-115 


rccotivtu  /  0  l4J?n 


_ PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS _ 

27  E.  Vermijo,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903  (303)  471-7080 


RIQUtSI  FOR  LOCAL  COMMON  IS  I  OR  CLF  ARINGHOIIM  Rl  VIF  W 

lialu  _ I  1  /  7/HH _  1*1* Act.  Idinlilui  _ _ 80-  107 

To  Mr.  Dewitt  Miller _ _ _ 

Director  of  Public  Works.  City  of  Colorado  Springs _ 

_ 107  North  Nevada _ _ _ _ 

_ Colorado  Springs.  CO  80903  _ 

(A  copy  of  this  Report  was  previously  forwarded  to  your  office.) 

From  Patricia  Denham.  Environmental  Coordinator _ 

Proiect  Title  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center,  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
_ Statement _ _ _ 


Applicant  UiLLtcd  states  Coyocnnient,..  Department  of  the  Air  Force 


To  help  in  the  Clearinghouse  review  process,  the  PPACG  is  requesting  your  agency  or  jurisdictions  comments 
on  this  proposed  project.  A  description  of  trie  project  is  attached.  Please  answer  the  following  questions,  if 
applicableJMake  any  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided. 


This  project  is  consistent  with  the  goals,  objectives,  plans  and  programs 
of  this  agency  or  jurisdiction. 


There  is  a  need  for  this  project. 

This  project  is  the  most  effective  and  efficient  way  to  meet  the  need 
There  is  evidence  that  this  project  duplicates  an  existing  program. 


AdditionaTjtomrq 


<ZLZ 


lease  keep  the  PINK  copy  for 

DPR  RECORDS  AND  RETURN  THE 

HITE  AND  YELl.OW  COPIES  TO  PPACG  no  later  than 


(continue  comments  on  back  of  this  form,  if  necessary) 

15190 

November  28.  IP 80  __ _ 


1 1 1 -116 


_ PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS _ 

27  E.  Vermijo,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80901  HOD  471-7080 

REQUEST  FOR  LOCAL  COMMENTS  FOR  CLEARINGHOUSE  REVIEW 

Date  11/7/80  PPACG  Identifier  80-167 

To  Rodney  Preisser.  President _ 

_ Pikes  Peak  Water  Company _ 

_ 4463  Whispering  Circle _ 

ColoradQ-Spriags . _CQ_3fl21Z - 

From  Patricia  Denham.  Environmental  Coordinator _ 

Project  Title  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center,  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
_ Statement _ 

Applicant  United  States  Government.  Department  of  the  Air  Force _ 


To  help  in  the  Clearinghouse  review  process,  the  PPACG  is  requesting  your  agency  or  jurisdictions  comments 
on  this  proposed  project.  A  description  of  the  project  is  attached.  Please  answer  the  following  questions,  it 
applicable  Make  any  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided. 


Yes 


AA  Yes  _ 

■A. A  Y  es  _ 

_  Yes  .A_4_ 


Nu  I  his  projoi  i  is  consistent  with  ihe  goals,  objectives,  plans  and  ptogtants 

ol  (his  agency  or  jurisdiction. 

No  There  is  a  need  lor  this  project. 

No  This  project  is  the  most  effective  and  efficient  way  to  meet  the  need. 
No  There  is  evidence  that  this  project  duplicates  an  existing  program. 


No  comments  at  this  time. 

Comments  concerning  the  Pikes  Peak  Water  Co.  were 


Additional  comments 


accuiate  In  the  draft  en  ronmental  Impact  statement.  Our  company 
Is  In  a  position  to  provide  the  proposed  C.S.O.C.  with  potable  water 


for  It's  needs. 


i  ease  keep  the  rim  copy  for 

J'jh  REfOPDS  AND  RETURN  THE 
HITE  AMD  YELLOW  COPIES  TO  PPACG  no  later  than 


(continue  comments  on  back  ol  this  lorm,  il  necessary) 


15190 


November  28.  1980 


1 1 1  - 1 1  7 


_ PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS _ 

27  E  Vermijo,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  8090  5  (505)  471-7080 


ITAC'Ci 


kl  01 II  M  t  OR  I  (X  Al  (  OMMI  NIS IOK< I  I  ARIN(  .1 1<  )l  ISI  Kl  VII  W 


I  Mir  .....  J  LZ7Z«1L 


ITA(  (.  Iilrnnliri  80-187 


In  Congressman  Kogovsck_ 


280(1  South  Circle  Hrivc 


Colorado  Springs.  CO  80910 


(A  copy  of  this  Report  was  previously  forwarded  to  your  office. 


Proicci  Title  _ Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center,  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Statement  _ _ ____  _ 


A|»|  *1*4  .11)1 


United  State:’  Covermnent  ,  Uopnrt  men  l  of  the  Air  lone 


To  help  in  the  Clearinghouse  review  process,  the  PPACG  is  requesting  your  agenev  or  jurisdictions  comments 
on  this  proposed  project.  A  description  of  tnc  project  is  attached.  Please  answer  the  following  questions,  if 
applicable  Make  any  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided. 


No  1  his  protect  is  consistent  with  the  goals,  objectives,  plans  and  programs 

ol  this  agency  or  jurisdiction 


Yes  No  there  is  a  need  lor  this  project. 


No  I  Ins  pio|ri  I  is  the  most  el  lei  live  and  elluient  way  h»  meet  tlu*  need. 

No  I  here  is  evideiue  that  this  piojei  t  duplicates  an  existing  program. 


No  tommcnls  al  this  lime 


Additional  comments 


1  i.i  a: 
*  <oi'* 


i  y.  i  i  i*  rm  r  i  Nh  rorv  i  nfi 
KM'uRP-  AN;-  KMH*N  Ihl 

AN! *  v i  !  i .» *w  rum:  m  *  »  At  ..  nn  ,hitn  _ November  _ 

111-118 


(continue  comments  on  hack  of  this  hum,  il  netev»ar\ ) 

15190 


_ PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS _ 

27  E.  Vtrmijo,  Coorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903  (  U)i)  471-7080 

Rl  QUL  SI  (-OR  LOCAL  COMMENTS  I  OR  Cl  L  ARINOHOUSI  Rl  VILW 

Date  11/7/80 _  PPAdO  Identifier  _ 80- 167 

To  Cherokee  Water  District _  _  Attn:  F.  Stuart  Loosley,  Manager 

_ _  702  Western  Or] vc _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

_l'.0.  Uu\  0008 

Ci>liir:ulo  Springs.  CO  80082  _  _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

f  rom  I’nt  r  i  c  i  a  Denham,  Environmental  Coordinator _ 

Proiea  Title  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center,  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
_ Statement _ 


Applicant  .  JJjlityd  States  Government ,  Department  of  the  Air  Force 


lt>  help  in  tlie  Clearinghouse  review  process  the  PPACfi  is  requesting  youi  agency  oi  jurisdictions  comments 
on  this  proposed  project.  A  description  ol  the  protect  is  attached.  Please  answer  the  lollowing  questions,  il 
applicable  Make  any  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided 


X _  Yes  . 

No 

1_  Yes  . 

No 

Yes  . 

No 

_  Yes  . 

X 

No 

I  his  protect  is  consistent  with  the  goals,  objectives,  plans  and  programs 
ol  this  agency  or  jurisdiction. 

There  is  a  need  lor  this  project. 

This  protect  is  the  most  effective  and  efficient  way  to  meet  the  need. 
There  is  evidence  that  this  project  duplicates  an  existing  program. 


_ X  Noiommrnts.it  this  tune. 

Additional  loiiiiuculs _ _ _ 


(continue  comments  on  hack  of  this  lorm,  il  necessary) 
15190 

no  later  than _ November  28.  _19§0  _ _ 

1 1 1-119 


Elfl.P  r  HI-  PINK  COPY  FOR 
RECORDS  AND  RETURN  THE 
AN1)  YH  LOW  COPIES  to  ppacg 


Api'lu  .mi  Un  j  t  <‘<l  St;i.tcs  ('•oyornmont ,  depart  wont  of  the  Air  lorcc 


In  help  in  ihe  Clearinghouse  review  process,  the  I’PACG  is  requesting  your  agency  or  jurisdictions  tommenls 
on  this  proposed  protect.  A  description  ot  tne  protect  is  attached.  Please  answer  the  following  questions,  il 
applicable  Make  any  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided. 

Vcs  _  No  this  protect  is  consistent  with  the  goals,  objectives,  plans  and  programs 

of  this  agency  or  jurisdiction. 

Yes  _  No  There  is  a  need  for  this  project. 

Yes  -  No  This  project  is  the  most  effective  and  efficient  way  to  meet  the  need. 

Yes  X  No  there  is  evidence  that  this  project  duplicates  an  existing  program. 

No  c  omments  at  this  lime 

Aiitlilniit.il  i  iiimnents  .  Mo  tiunuaoLa  .  .  _  „  _ _ _ _ 


(continue  comments  on  back  of  this  form,  if  necessary) 

TEASE  KEEP  rHF.  PINK  COPY  FOR  15190 

"UR  RECORDS  AND  RETURN  THE 

•/IIP:-:  AND  YEU.OW  COPIES  TO  PPACC  nolalerthan  _ November  28.  1980 _  _ 


1 1 1-1 20 


_ PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS _ 

27  E  Vermi|<>,  Colorado  Springs,  (  olorado  80901  ( to  1)  471-7080 

REQUES!  FOR  LOCAL  COMMENTS  FOR  CLE  ARINC.HOUSE  REVIEW 


IM’AE  (i 


11/7/80 


PPACG  Identifier 


O,  X 
✓  t*  V 
^  J  ' 

*  O 


j0  Mr.  .John  A.  Covert _ _ _ j _ 

I  nt  ornoverninont  .i  I  Relations  liivision  _ _ _  V 

C  1 1  y  ul  Co  I  in  ailo  Sj_>r  i  ne  s_,  107  North  Nevada 

Colorado  Sorines,  CO  80008 _ 


(A  copy  of  this  Report  was  previously  forwarded  to  your  office.) 
r rom  Patricia  Oenhani.  Environmental  Coordinator _ 


Project  Title  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center,  Draft  E-nvi ronmental  Impact 


Applicant  United  States  Government.  Department  of  the  Air  Force 


To  help  in  the  Clearinghouse  review  process,  the  PPACG  is  requesting  your  agency  or  jurisdictions  comments 
on  this  proposed  project.  A  description  of  tne  project  is  attached.  Please  answer  the  following  questions,  if 
applicable.  Make  any  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided. 


No  This  project  is  consistent  with  the  goals,  objectives,  plans  and  programs 
of  this  agency  or  jurisdiction. 


No  There  is  a  need  lor  this  project. 


_ — _  Yes  _  No  This  project  is  the  most  effective  and  eTficient  way  to  meet  the  need. 

_  Yes  X  No  There  is  evidence  that  this  project  duplicates  an  existing  program. 

_  No  comments  at  this  time 

Additional  comments  The  City  of  Colorado  Springs  encourages  a  favorable  review. 


Luiiimuc  lummen 

PLEASE  KEEP  fill.  PINK  COPY  FOR 
YOUR  RECORDS  AND  RETURN  Till: 

WHITE  AND  YELLOW  COPIES  TO  PPACG  no  later  than  _ November  28,  1980 

1 1 1-121 


(continue  comments  on  hack  of  this  form,  if  necessary) 

15190 


_ PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS _ 

27  E.  Vermijo,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903  (303)  471-7080 


PPACG 


I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

i 

( 


REQUEST  FOR  LOCAL  COMMENTS  FOR  CLEARINGHOUSE  REVIEW 

Date  _ 11/7/80 _  PPACG  Identifier  _ 80-167 

jo  Dr.  James  B.  Knox.  Superintendent _ 

_ Widefield  School  District  #3  _ 

_ 1820  Main  Street _ _ 

_ Security.  CO  80911 _ 


From  Patricia  Denham.  Environmental  Coordinator 

Project  Title  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center, 
_ Statement _ 


Draft 


Environmental  Impact 


Applicant  United  States  Government.  Department  of  the  Air  Force 


To  help  in  the  Clearinghouse  review  process,  the  PPACG  is  requesting  your  agency  or  jurisdictions  comments 
on  this  proposed  project.  A  description  of  the  project  is  attached.  Please  answer  the  following  questions,  if 
applicable.  Make  any  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided. 


This  project  is  consistent  with  the  goals,  objectives,  plans  and  programs 
of  this  agency  or  jurisdiction. 

There  is  a  need  for  this  project. 

This  project  is  the  most  effective  and  efficient  way  to  meet  the  need. 
There  is  evidence  that  this  project  duplicates  an  existing  program. 
a  No  comments  at  this  time. 

*  Additional  comments  , _ 

1  - 

|  - - 

I 


Yes 

-  No 

Yes 

_  No 

Yes 

.  No 

Yes  _ 

.  No 

_ PLEASE  KEEP  THE  PINK  COPY  FOR 

If  OUR  RECORDS  AND  RETURN  THE 

IrtllTE  AND  YELLOW  COPIES  TO  PPACG  no  later  than 


(continue  comments  on  back  of  this  form,  if  necessary) 

15190 

November  28.  1980 _ _ 


1 1 1-122 


_ PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  Of  GOVERNMENTS _ 

27  E.  Vermijo,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903  (303)  471-7080 

REQUEST  FOR  LOCAL  COMMENTS  FOR  CLEARINGHOUSE  REVIEW 

Date  1177/80  PPACG  Identifier  _ 

To  Dr.  Dwight  M.  Davis.  Superintendent _ 

_ Colorado  Springs  School  District  #11 _ 

_ 1115  North  F.l  Paso _ 

_ Colorado  Springs,  CO  80903 _ 

From  Patricia  Denham.  Environmental  Coordinator _ 

Project  Title  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center,  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
_ Statement _ 

Applicant  United  States  Government.  Department  of  the  Air  Force _ 


To  help  in  the  Clearinghouse  review  process  the  PPACG  is  requesting  your  agency  or  jurisdictions  comments 
on  this  proposed  project.  A  description  of  the  project  is  attached.  Please  answer  the  following  questions,  if 
applicable.  Make  any  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided. 


_  Yes  . 

No 

This  project  is  consistent  with  the  goals,  objectives,  plans  and  programs 
of  this  agency  or  jurisdiction. 

_  Yes  . 

No 

There  is  a  need  for  this  project. 

_  Yes  . 

No 

This  project  is  the  most  effective  and  efficient  way  to  meet  the  need. 

.  Yes  . 

x  No 

There  is  evidence  that  this  project  duplicates  an  existing  program. 

_  No  comments  at  this  time. 

Additional  comments  School  District  11,  as  indicated  in  your  Abstract  of  CSOC, 

could  adequately  handle  enrollments  projected  from  this  installation.  We _ 

would  be  delighted  to  have  the  proposed  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center 
located  in  our  area. 


PLEASE  KEEP  THE  PINK  COPY  FOR 

YOUR  RECORDS  AND  RETURN  THE 

WHITE  AND  YELLOW  COPIES  TO  PPACG  no  later  than 


(continue  comments  on  back  of  this  form,  if  necessary) 

15190 

_ November  28.  19SD _ _ 

III-123 


_ PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  Of  GOVERNMENTS _ 

27  E.  Vermijo,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80901  (10  5)  471-7080 


RECEIVED  NOV  '  V  1990 

'w  RIQUhSl  I  OR  LOCAL  ('OMMLN I S  I  OR  CLEARINGHOUSE  Rl  VILW 


Date  11/7/80 _  PPACG  Idcntilivr  80-167 

To  11  Paso  Countv  Department  of  Transportation _ 

3 1 20  Century  Street _ 

_ Colorado  Springs,  CO  80907 _ 

Attn:  George  H.  Madril,  Jr.,  engineering  Administrator _ 

(A  copy  of  this  Report  was  previously  forwarded  to  your  office.) 

From  Patricia  Denham.  Environmental  Coordinator _ 

Project  1  itlc  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center,  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  _  _  _ 


Applicant 


United  States  Government,  Department  of  the  Air  Force 


To  help  in  the  Clearinghouse  review  process  the  PPACG  is  requesting  your  agency  or  jurisdictions  comments 
on  this  proposed  project.  A  description  of  the  project  is  attached.  Please  answer  the  following  questions,  if 
applicable.  Make  any  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided. 


Yes 

_  No 

This  protect  is  consistent  with  the  goals,  objectives,  plans  and  programs 
of  this  agency  or  jurisdiction. 

Yes 

_  No 

There  is  a  need  lor  this  project. 

_  Yes  _ 

_ _  No 

This  project  is  the  most  effective  and  efficient  way  to  meet  the  need. 

There  is  evidence  that  this  project  duplicates  an  existing  program. 

Yes 

_ No 

_  No  comments  at  this  time. 

Additional  comments  Ll*1 _ 


df  / 


r  '  l  A 


*•>»'/ '  :>  r  //'  /t  Ay  /  //  <  r  s' 


/ 


//  ClL  L/±  LlLL  tL  t  L  / 7  Sr  /  !l  '<  /  f  s’-.'  ////J  t  <•' <  \*  < '/ 


•  SI  T1'  I  IT  1  !  *T  1  o;  i'OT 

.’i-.rnT!).'  ■  :  n  ►  *  '<••■• 

ART)  VE..:"w  •"  '  I  PPAC»- 


(continue  comments  on  hack  of  this  form,  il  necessary) 

15190 


no  later  than 


1 1 1 - 1 24 


_ PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  Of  GOVERNMENTS _ 

27  E.  Vermijo,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903  (303)  471-7080 

REQUEST  FOR  LOCAL  COMMENTS  I  OR  CLE  ARINOHOUSE  REVIEW 

Date  11/7/80  PPACG  Identifier  80-167 

y0  Dr.  Donald  Tolbert,  Superintendent _ 

_ Falcon  School  District  #49 _ 

_ R.R.  1 _ _ 

_ Pevton.  CO  80831 _ _ 

From  Patricia  Denham.  Environmental  Coordinator _ 

Project  Title  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center,  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement _ _ 


Applicant  United  States  Government.  Department  of  the  Air. Force. 


To  help  in  the  Clearinghouse  review  process,  the  PPACG  is  requesting  your  agency  or  jurisdictions  comments 
on  this  proposed  project.  A  description  of  tne  project  is  attached.  Please  answer  the  following  questions,  if 
applicable.  Make  any  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided. 


_ _  Yes  _  No  This  project  is  consistent  with  the  goals,  objectives,  plans  and  programs 

of  this  agency  or  |urisdiction. 

_  Yes  _  No  There  is  a  need  for  this  project. 

_  Yes  _  No  This  project  is  the  most  effective  and  efficient  way  to  meet  the  need. 

_  Yes  _  No  There  is  evidence  that  this  project  duplicates  an  existing  program. 


No  comments  at  this  Jime. 
Additional  comments 


PLEASE  KEEP  THE  PINK  COPY  FOR 

YOUR  RECORDS  AND  RETURN  TIE 

WHITE  AND  YELLOW  COPIES  TO  PPACG  no  later  than 


(continue  comments  on  back  of  this  form,  if  necessary) 
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_ PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCiL  OF  GOVERNMENTS 

27  E.  Vermijo,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903  (303)  471-’’ 

REQUEST  FOR  LOCAL  COMMENTS  FOR  CLEARINGHOUSE  REVIEW 

Date  _ 11/7 /80 _  PPACG  Identifier  _ 80-  167 

To  Honorable  W.U.  Becker _ 

_ 1448  Bellaire  Drive  _ 

_ Colorado  Springs,  CO  80909 _ 

fA  copy  of  this  Report  was  previously  forwarded  to  your  office.) _ 

From  Patricia  Denham.  Environmental  Coordinator _ 

Project  Title  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center.  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
_ Statement  _ 

II  - 

Applicant  United  States  Government.  Department  of  the  Air  Force _ 

\ 

1 


PIKES  PEAK  AREA  COUNCIL  OF  GOVERNMENTS 


rpAC(  i 


27  E.  Vermijo,  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado  80903  (10.1)  471-7080 


RLQULS  1  fOR  LOCAL  COMMI.NJS  FOR  CLLARINt.HOUSI  RI  VILW 


Date  _ 1  1/7/80 _  PPACC.  Identifier  _ 80-167 

To  MHtXMUXmmmiX  Mr.  Mike  Madican _ 

_ Local  Industry  Subcommittee _ 

_ Colorado  Springs  Chamber  of  Commerce,  100  Chase  Stone  Center _ 

_ Colorado  Springs.  CO  80903 _ 

(A  copy  of  this  Report  was  previously  forwarded  to  your  office.) 

F  mm  Patricia  Denham,  environmental  Coordinator _ 


Protect  Title  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center,  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
_ Statement _ 


Applicant  _ United. States  Government,  -Department  of  the  Air.  Forge 


To  help  in  the  Clearinghouse  review  process,  the  PPACG  is  requesting  your  agency  or  jurisdictions  comments 
on  this  proposed  project.  A  description  of  tnc  project  is  attached.  Please  answer  the  following  questions,  if 
applicable.  Make  any  additional  comments  in  the  space  provided. 


~X —  Ye,> 

^  Yes 
--X  Yes 
_  Yes 


JL 


No  1  his  proiect  is  consistent  with  the  goals,  objectives,  plans  and  programs 
of  this  agency  or  jurisdiction. 

No  There  is  a  need  for  this  project. 

No  This  project  is  the  most  effective  and  efficient  way  to  meet  the  need. 
No  There  is  evidence  that  this  project  duplicates  an  existing  program. 


No  comments  at  this  time. 

'7 


Additional  comments 


^2s 


i  '.EASE  KEEP  THK  PINK  COPY  POP 
'OCR  RECORDS  AND  RETURN  THE 
WHITE  AND  YELLOW  COPIES  TO  PPACC 


(continue  comments  on  back  of  this  form,  if  necessary) 
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no  later  than  November  28,  1980  _ 


RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS 
FROM  LOCAL  AGENCIES 


El  Paso  County  Land  Use  Department,  Colorado 

90.  Based  on  a  total  potable  water  supply  of  96,900  acre-feet,  the 
CSOC  population  could  demand  (under  the  worst  case  situation  where  all  CSOC 
employees  are  new  to  the  area)  about  0.8%  of  this  supply.  This  is  equiva¬ 
lent  to  2.4%  of  the  total  presently  undeveloped  known  sources  of  potable  water. 

91.  The  comment  is  correct  in  stating  that  the  service  population  is 
more  correctly  200,000  persons  rather  than  76,000.  This  means  that  the  associa¬ 
ted  CSOC  population  under  the  worst  case  situation  would  represent  approximately 
3%  of  the  new  service  demand.  The  power  company  has  predicted  that,  based  on  a 
3%  annual  growth  rate  (equivalent  to  an  additional  76,000  persons  by  1988),  a 
new  powerplant  would  be  needed. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  electrical  power  demand  factor  presented 
in  Table  27  of  the  Draft  EIS  for  "CSOC  Households"  was  in  error.  The  correct 
factor  should  be  650  kW-hr/DU/month  for  a  total  demand  of  15.3  MkW-hr/yr.  This 
correction  does  not  alter  the  conclusion  that  adequate  power  is  available  for 
servicing  the  CSOC  population  since  the  analysis  was  based  on  population  increase 
rather  than  on  specific  utility  consumption  rates. 

92.  The  recently-approved  plan  that  includes  improvements  to  Marksheffel 
Road,  re-alignment  of  Powers  Boulevard,  and  a  new  east-west  road  that  could 
eventually  connect  to  Drennan  Road  east  of  Jimmy  Camp  Creek,  could  enhance 
vehicular  access  by  providing  a  southerly  access  to  the  CSOC  site. 

93.  The  signali zation  improvement  project  programmed  for  the  intersection 
of  Highway  94  and  Peterson  Road  should  considerably  relieve  traffic  congestion 
during  peak  am  and  pm  base  hours.  This  could  reduce  the  potential  need  for  an 
additional  lane  for  either  northbound  or  westbound  traffic  that  might  occur  as 

a  result  of  CSOC  traffic.  To  the  extent  that  car  or  van  pooling  and/or  staggered 
shift  hours  at  the  CSOC  facility  to  avoid  Peterson  peak  traffic  periods  are  in¬ 
corporated,  traffic  congestion  at  the  Highway  94/Peterson  Road  intersection  will 
be  further  mitigated.  (See  also  the  response  to  Comment  No.  101.) 

94.  The  information  on  school  capacities  and  enrollments  was  based  on 
data  that  was  available  at  the  time  the  Draft  EIS  was  written.  Data  contained 
in  this  comment  reflects  more  recent  enrollment  statistics  which  result  in  a 
1980  under-capacity  of  15,328  instead  of  the  earlier-reported  12,017  figure. 
(Refer  to  Table  39  of  the  Draft  EIS.)  This  latter  data  indicates  that  Districts 
2  and  49  are  no  longer  "at  capacity"  and  hence  would  be  able  to  accommodate  a 
portion  of  the  CSOC  students. 

95.  The  1980  publication  of  Housing  Market  Analysis,  Pikes  Peak  Region 
contains  housing  information  which  is  comparable  to  that  contained  in  the  Draft 
EIS  except  in  the  area  of  "projected  housing  stock".  The  total  housing  stock 
cited  in  the  Draft  EIS  was  abstracted  from  the  1979  Housing  Assistance  Plan  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Colorado  Springs  Community  Development  Department.  Using  the  1980 
housing  data  reported  in  the  latest  publication  of  Housing  Market  Analysis, 

Pikes  Peak  Region  (1980),  112,110  housing  units  are  presently  existing  and 

a  need  for  17,600  to  29,000  additional  units  is  projected  by  1985.  This  esti¬ 
mate  includes  projected  CSOC  housing  demands. 
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95.  Continued  .  . 


The  vacancy  rates  reported  in  the  Draft  EIS  were  also  obtained  from 
the  1979  Housing  Assistance  Plan,  and  these  do  not  markedly  differ  from  those 
cited  in  the  1980  Housing  Market  Analysis.  The  average  monthly  rental  rate  for 
a  2-bedroom  apartment  is  cited  as  $230  per  month  in  the  Draft  EIS,  not  $300 
per  month  as  noted  in  the  comment.  This  average  monthly  rate  is  comparable 
to  the  $228  figure  included  in  the  1980  Housing  Market  Analysis. 

Based  on  the  projected  1985  housing  stock  as  noted  in  the  comment,  it 
is  unlikely  that  the  CS0C  population  would  cause  the  overall  vacancy  rate  to 
drop  below  acceptable  levels  which  are  defined  for  the  Colorado  Springs  area  as 
2/o  for  single-family  units,  6 %  for  multi-family  units,  and  2 %  for  mobile  homes. 
These  vacancy  rates  are  defined  in  the  1980  Housing  Market  Analysis. 

96.  Although  the  latest  school  enrollment/capaci ty  figures  have  been 
amended  (as  noted  in  Comment  No.  94),  this  is  not  expected  to  materially  alter 
the  problem  in  certain  neighborhoods  where  rapid  growth  has  outpaced  school 
construction  and  crowded  classrooms  exist. 

97.  As  described  in  the  Draft  EIS  on  pages  I V- 56  and  IV-57,  and  as  fur- 
tht  confirmed  by  comments  received  from  the  Pikes  Peak  Area  Council  of  Govern¬ 
ments  ( PPACG) ,  refer  to  page  III-110  of  this  document),  the  proposed  CSOC  facility 
is  located  outside  the  heretofore  planned  area  of  growth  for  the  Colorado  Springs 
metropolitan  area.  However,  as  further  noted  by  PPACG,  "The  proposed  CSOC  fa¬ 
cility  could  be  found  compatible  with  the  adopted  Regional  Development  Frame¬ 
work  which  provides  flexibility  for  unique  siting  requirements  for  activities 
such  as  CSOC". 

In  recent  months  the  eastern  part  of  the  county  (between  E 1 1 i cot t 
and  Colorado  Springs)  has  been  the  subject  of  increased  interest  in  develop¬ 
ment  on  the  part  of  several  private  parties  owning  some  30,000  acres  of  land 
in  this  area.  Because  of  this  recent  activity,  the  County  Land  Use  Depart¬ 
ment  has  been  involved  in  preliminary  long-range  planning  for  the  unincor¬ 
porated  area  east  of  Colorado  Springs,  in  the  vicinity  of  Highway  94  and 
including  the  area  proposed  for  the  CSOC  facility.  The  County  Land  Use  De¬ 
partment  has  also  budgeted  funds  for  updating  an  earlier  zoning  study  of  this 
same  area.  In  view  of  this  recent  activity,  it  appears  that  a  General  Plan 
and  implementing  zoning  for  this  area  may  be  imminent.  It  is  important  to 
recognize  that  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  is  supportive  of  local  govern¬ 
mental  actions  aimed  towards  land  use  planning  and  zoning  that  protects  the 
integrity  of  existing  land  uses  as  well  as  that  of  the  CSOC  facility. 

98.  The  response  to  Conment  No.  97  above  more  accurately  reflects  the 
present  situation  with  respect  to  the  status  of  plans,  policies  and  controls 

in  the  Colorado  Springs  area.  The  response  to  Comment  No.  69  further  elaborates 
on  subdivision/zoning  controls. 
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Pikes  Peak  Area  Counci l  _of  Governments,  Colorado 


99.  It  is  so  noted  that  plans  for  reconstructing  Marksheffel  Road  to 
freeway  standards  have  been  dropped  due  to  financial  infeasibility.  However, 
as  noted  in  Comment  No.  92  from  the  El  Paso  County  Land  Use  Department,  "The 
County  Planning  Commission  has  endorsed  a  road  system  plan  .  .  .  including  the 
Marksheffel  road  corridor."  The  County  has  plans  to  upgrade  Marksheffel  road 
in  the  near  future  to  a  Minor  Arterial;  plans  are  to  ultimately  upgrade  it  to  the 
status  of  a  Major  Arterial  Highway. 

100.  The  number  of  vehicle  trips  associated  with  swing  and  night  shift 
workers  was  in  error  in  the  Draft  EIS  (page  IV-1).  Instead  of  200  trips  inbound 
and  outbound,  405  trips  each  way  are  anticipated.  This  correction  does  not 
affect  the  traffic  analysis  nor  the  conclusions  reached  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

101.  The  peak  hour  traffic  volume  is  approximately  2000  vehicles  traveling 
in  one  direction.  Traffic  congestion  presently  occurs  at  the  confluence  of  High¬ 
way  94  and  Peterson  Road  during  the  7-8  am  and  4-5  pm  hours;  the  signalization 
improvement  project  planned  for  Peterson  Road  (refer  to  Comment  No.  93)  should 
relieve  this  congestion.  To  the  extent  that  car  or  van  pooling  and/or  staggered 
shift  hours  at  the  CS0C  are  implemented,  traffic  congestion  at  the  Highway  94/ 
Peterson  Road  intersection  would  be  mitigated. 

102.  1980  housing  statistics  contained  in  the  Housing  Market  Analysis, 
Pikes  Peak  Region  result  in  a  projected  housing  stock  in  1985  of  just  under 
T30,000  homes  (using  the  Low  Series  projection).  Based  on  this  data,  rather 
than  on  the  figures  used  in  the  Draft  EIS  which  were  obtained  from  the  Housing 
Assistance  Plan,  the  projected  vacancy  rate  in  1985  would  drop  from  about  4% 
to  2.5%.  This  is  under  the  worst  case  assumption  that  all  1,963  employees 
would  be  new  residents  of  the  Colorado  Springs  area. 

103.  This  issue  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  CS0C  project. 

104.  The  adoption  of  Senate  Bill  No.  52,  Automotive  Inspection  and  Main¬ 
tenance,  is  so  noted. 

105.  A  temporary  regulation  entitled  "Federal  Facility  Ridesharing  Pro¬ 
gram"  (Executive  Order  12191)  is  presently  in  effect  that  requires  federal 
agencies  to  promote  ridesharing  and  to  report  accomplishments  in  this  effort 
by  June  1,  1981.  The  intent  of  this  regulation  is  to  promote  ridesharing  as 

a  means  of  conserving  fuel,  reducing  pollutants,  reducing  traffic  congestion, 
and  providing  an  economical  way  for  employees  to  commute  to  work.  This  regu¬ 
lation  expires  June  30,  1981.  The  regulation  has  been  implemented  by  Air  Force 
Energy  Policy  Program  Memo  80-4,  which  among  other  things,  sets  a  goal  of  35% 
participation  in  ridesharing.  A  ridesharing  program  at  CS0C  will  be  implemented 
consistent  with  these  directives. 

106.  See  response  to  Comment  No.  97. 

107.  See  response  to  Comment  No.  97. 
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108.  See  response  to  Comment  No.  51  (page  1 1 1-36 ) . 

109.  See  response  to  Coiment  No.  112. 


110.  The  existence  of  school  buses  on  Highway  94  was  not  known  during  the 
preparation  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  is  justifiably  a  concern  that  should  be  evaluated. 
The  following  paragraphs  discuss  this  issue: 

The  Ellicott  Public  School  District  operates  three  65-seat  school 
buses  that  make  a  total  of  14  stops  between  Marksheffel  Road  and  Ellicott 
in  the  morning  hours  between  7:30  and  8:30  am  (heading  east)  and  between  3:00 
and  4:00  pm  (heading  west).  The  direction  which  the  buses  travel  coincides 
with  the  CS0C  traffic  flow.  During  the  interval  when  a  bus  is  stopped  to  pick 
up  or  discharge  students,  traffic  in  both  directions  is  required  to  stop.  In 
the  morning  hours,  therefore,  CS0C  employees  would  encounter  stop-and-go  traffic 
on  Highway  94  during  this  time  period.  The  additional  traffic  generated  by  CS0C 
employees  would  also  increase  the  exposure  of  school  buses  and  their  occupants 
to  potential  traffic  accidents.  (Potentially  1,215  CS0C  vehicles  could  be 
added  to  Highway  94  during  the  peak  am  and  pm  hours.  This  figure  is  approximately 
double  the  reported  average  daily  traffic  currently  on  Highway  94.) 

CS0C  employees  could  not  avoid  conflicting  with  school  bus  traffic 
simply  by  taking  an  alternate  route  to  work  since  the  only  direct  access  to  the 
CS0C  facility  from  Colorado  Springs  is  by  way  of  Highway  94.  The  County  does 
have  plans,  however,  to  connect  Drennan  Road  on  the  south  with  a  new  east-west 
road  leading  into  Colorado  Springs;  the  timing  of  this  connection  will  be  highly 
dependent  upon  the  level  of  demand  for  this  route  generated  by  the  CS0C  project. 


The  State  Department  of  Highways  is  presently  improving  Highway  94 
between  Ellicott  and  Colorado  Springs  city  limits.  One  of  the  improvements 
includes  the  paving  of  8- foot  shoulders  on  both  sides  of  the  road  to  provide 
additional  space  for  emergency  equipment,  stalled  vehicles,  etc.  The  paved 
shoulders  could  also  serve  as  acceleration/deceleration  lanes  for  the  school 
buses,  thereby  providing  a  limited  opportunity  for  traffic  to  pass  and  avoid 
the  stop-and-go  situation. 

111.  Refer  to  response  to  Comment  No.  105  for  information  with  respect 

to  the  Federal  Facility  Ridesharing  Program.  A  shuttle  bus  system  utilizing 
Peterson  AFB  as  a  park  and  ride  facility  has  not  been  included  as  a  mitigation 

measure.  If  considered  in  the  future,  a  detailed  traffic  analysis  would  be 

required  to  determine  the  proper  location  of  the  park  and  ride  facility  to 
avoid  adding  to  congestion  at  entry  points  on  the  base,  particularly  at  the 
Highway  94/Peterson  Road  intersection. 

112.  It  is  impossible  to  determine  the  number  of  CS0C  employees  who 

would  live  in  the  Ellicott  school  district.  It  is  presumed  that  all  CS0C  em¬ 
ployees  would  locate  where  there  is  available  housing  and  adequate  school  fa¬ 
cilities.  It  should  be  recognized  that  the  CS0C  project  differs  from  the 
typical  'development'  project  in  that  the  CS0C  population  would  be  distributed 
throughout  the  area  rather  than  confined  to  one  given  residential  development. 

113.  It  is  presumed  that  CS0C  employees  would  not  elect  to  live  in  the 

Ellicott  School  District  if  school  facilities  are  not  able  to  accept  them  with¬ 
out  placing  their  children  on  double  sessions  or  subjecting  them  to  overcrowded 
conditions.  This  is  particularly  thought  to  be  the  case  because  of  the  wide 
variety  of  options  available  for  housing  in  Colorado  Springs.  (Refer  also  to 
response  to  Conment  No.  112  above.) 
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114.  Refer  to  responses  to  Conments  Nos.  HO  and  111.  Rush  hour  traffic 
from  the  Rush  and  El  1 i cott  area  (to  and  from  Colorado  Springs)  is  included  in 
the  traffic  counts  cited  in  the  Draft  EIS  on  page  1 1 1 -6 .  (It  should  also  be 
noted  that  rush  hour  traffic  from  Rush  and  El li cott  would  be  traveling  in 
the  opposite  direction  of  the  CSOC  traffic.)  It  is  acknowledged,  however, 
that  although  Highway  94  is  far  from  capacity,  a  two-lane  road  (one  lane  in 
each  direction)  has  inherent  safety  problems.  To  some  degree  this  is  being 
alleviated  by  the  addition  of  paved  shoulders  on  both  sides  of  the  highway. 
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ORGANIZATIONS 
Comments  and  Responses 

Comments:  No.  115 

(Page  1 11-134) 

Responses:  Page  III-135 


1 1 1  - 1 3 


COI0RADO 

HISTORICAL 

SOCIETY 


ui:c 

t)c  Pi*. 


HI  V 


The  Colorado  1  Irritate  Center  1300  Broadway  Denver.  Colorado  80203 
December  4,  1980 

Mr.  Stephen  o.  Ellis,  Principal  Planner 

A-95  Clearinghouse 

420  State  Centennial  Building 

1313  Sherman  Street 

Denver,  CO  80203 

Dear  Mr.  Ellis: 

This  office  has  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment  for  the  Consolidated  Space  Operations  Center,  #80-156. 

Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  Air  Force  is 
required  to  comply  with  the  federal  preservation  laws,  the 
National  Historic  Preservat  ion  Act  of  1  966  as  amended,  and 
Kxerul  ive  (uder  11693.  The  procedures  to  implement  this  law 
and  suppiii  l  i  1 1  •  |  exeeut  ive  older  ,ir<'  set  forth  in  Federal  Kequla- 
t  ion  t(.  CFU  8(H). 

The  so  regulations  require  the  Air  Force  to: 

1.  Identify  at  the  earliest  stages  of  planning  cultural  re¬ 
sources  that  are  eligible  to  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  This  investigation  includes  a  cultural 
resource  survey  conducted  by  qualified  personnel. 

2.  Determine  the  effect  of  the  proposed  project  on  resources 
determined  eligible. 

3.  Develop  plans  to  avoid  or  mitigate  the  adverse  effect  on 
eligible  resources. 

We  look  forward  to  working  wilh  I  lie  Air  Force  to  insure'  adequate 
i  i  m  •;  i  i  It  •  i  ,i  I  ion  o  I  eiiltui.il  i  •  ••;«  >m  e<  .  IP  thin  o  I  P  i  ee  can  be  o  I 
I  ii  i  I  !  te  i  .  i  ••• .  i  : .  t  .  i  iii  ,  p  1 1  -  .i  •;<■  eon  t .  k  :  I  I  lie  Com|  >  I  i .  ■  nee  Division  at 
8  19-  )  19.’  . 

attperaly.  . 


/>f - 

Arthur  cfc.  Townsend 

Stfate  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
ftCT ( WJG) : bf 
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Colorado  Historical  Society 

115.  It  is  so  acknowledged  that  Executive  Order  11593  must  be  complied 
with  by  the  Air  force  in  the  implementation  of  the  CSOC  project. 
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Conments  and  Responses 

Comments:  No.  116  through  No.  118 

(Pages  III-137  through  1 1 1 - 1 40 ) 

Responses:  Page  III-141 
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NOTE:  This  is  a  typed  duplicate  of 
Mr.  Ranieri ' s  letter. 


Dear  Senator: 

The  article  at  inclosure  1  (Independent  Record,  Helena,  MT)  reference  the 
space  center  being  considered  for  Great  Falls,  MT  has  me  disturbed  as  a 
concerned  citizen  in  the  state  of  Montana.  You  as  one  of  our  spokesmen  in 
Washington  D.C.  need  to  be  made  aware  of  possible  mis-statement  of  facts. 

The  following  is  presented  for  your  review  and  hopefully  you  will  also  be 
concerned  and  speak  up  for  the  great  State  of  Montana. 

1st  Cost  of  Living  Index : 

Colorado  Springs  94.5 

Great  Falls  94.9 

If  Great  Falls  is  considered  higher  cost  of  living  area,  why  is  the 
TDY  rate  higher  in  Colorado  Springs?  It  is  $63.00  per  day  in  Colorado 
Springs  and  $50.00  per  day  in  Great  Falls.  (See  inclosure  2) 

2nd  Average  Monthly  Rent: 

Colorado  Springs  $300.00 

Great  Falls  $308.00 

If  the  monthly  rate  for  rent  is  larger  in  Great  Falls,  why  is  the 
Variable  Housing  Allowance  (VHA)  recently  approved  (inclosure  3)  more 
for  Colorado  Springs  than  it  is  for  Great  Falls. 

3 rd  Available  Housing  Units : 

Colorado  Springs  3630  units 

Great  Falls  2722  units 

With  the  recent  announced  closing  of  the  Anaconda  Copper  Minning 
Company  and  the  upcoming  closing  of  the  N0RAD  facility  at  Malmstrom  AFB, 
there  will  be  many  more  units  than  the  2722  units  identified  as  available 
in  Great  Falls.  Great  Falls  will  face  a  serious  economic  situation  in 
Mid- 1981 . 

4th  Land  and  Buildings : 

Great  Falls-The  land  is  available,  there  is  no  cost;  there  are  some 
well  constructed  buildings  (N0RAD)  that  can  be  used.  There  are  excellent 
on  base  facilities,  new  base  exchange,  new  education  center,  new  or  remodeled 
on  base  living  quarters  and  soon  to  be  constructed  coal  fired  central 
heating  plant. 

Colorado  Springs-The  land  will  have  to  be  purchased,  there  are  no 
bui 1 di ngs  avai lable . 

It  appears  to  me  and  a  large  number  of  citizens  in  Montana  that  Great 
Falls  is  the  only  way  to  go.  Tdy  costs,  variable  housing  allowance  is  less, 
there  will  be  more  housing  units  available,  there  is  no  cost  for  land, 
there  are  buildings  that  can  be  used  and  excellent  on  base  housing 

and  facilities.  The  need  to  practice  supply  econoniy  by  all  federal  employees 
is  desperetly  needed. 

Great  Falls  will  become  a  depressed  areas.  These  Federal  Dollars  will 
be  well  spent  on  Great  Falls  to  prevent  this. 
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Great  Kalis  is  rttnnsns  a  distant  sec-ond 
te"v.nd  (..doradii  Sp'tn.s  as  the  site  of  a  ma¬ 
jor  pew  Air  tone  spare  miter,  a 
prel.mir.ars  rnsiroamenul  report  on  the 

hu.'e  oro;«ft  ird:rales _ _ 

A  me  :actuTy~vrT;c.“  is  lo  bein  operation  bv 
'  1 92o .  will  err.plos  ;.(VW  people  and  will  1  r.r.j 
6. ICO  adi:tior-a]  prrp.e  into  the  comnu-ury  :: 

io:r.s _ _ _ _ _ _ - 

.'•.ortar.a  s  Corcressional  oeieration  and 
thr  Great  Falls  business  community  have  . 
,  ,  .  arduously  promoted  the  Maimstrom  A_-  / 

nciy  a  Porcr  Base  loca::or.,  which  of  course  already  / 

1  — LVw;v_iCiy  belongs  w  the  f.’deral  government  / 

Cb  tr.e  other  hand  the  Colorado  Somes  ^ 
sue  —  lavored  all  along  by  the  Air  Force 
because  of  related  military  functions  in  the 
area  —  would  require  the  purchase  of  private 
Land 

Too  draft  ens  -’-.mental  impact  statement 
(E3S  i  releas-d  rnday  bv  the  Air  Force  ts  not 
fir.a;  or  binding  A  iirul  decision  on  tne  loca¬ 
tion  o.‘  Ire  space  rf-nler  won  !  !>*•  uvadr  in 
Ki-hruary 

:l  the  outlinV  for  Gii-al  K.ili.  uuttung*  the 


snare  center  is  not  bnzht  Colorado  Spmtzj 
prohablv  run  il  ";ri  the  hag."  said 
iV.er!.  a  staff  aide  for  Montana  S*=  Jclm 

Mel;  her 

i  ti"  l".,»es!  Jut  -h  f-  :  ColoraJ.i  s--;nr«  w*> 
ar  rirlo--  prohle.-r;  with  prisate  a.T:r.si- 
tion  tt.jl  h.is  apparently  been  resolsed  VetiJ 
said 

Tne  KIS  w  as  arcernpamed  by  a  i-tter  to  l> 
te-ested  lawmakers  explaining  that  the 
Colorado  board  c f  Land  Commissioners  has 
tentatively  arroed  to  preside  land  a:  a  pace 
well  below  manse!  value 
t  Mch!  said  tr.e  Great  Falls  sue  would  cm: 
"stgr.iticantly  less."  because  of  the  existing 
land  ownership  and  aimost-new  builsthg  that 
housed  SAGE  ground  radar  functions  recr-.i- 
!y  moved  from  Maimstrom 

A  site  near  KtnGano  Air  Force  Ease 
Albuquerque.  N.M  .  is  tne  only  other  site  sail 
unaer  consideration,  for  tlie  mulU-rruiljoc  dol¬ 
lar  sptace  center  s.milar  to  the  Houstoa  Space 
Center  which  controls  America  s  space 
flights 

M'-nl  s.ml  Great  rails  cieariv  has  the  edge 
over  that  location 

K  ontlnued  on  1’egf  IS) 


Census  office  burns 


recoum  m  New  Yotk 


^  0?C<  i.A-P)  —  A  s.s^.nous.  Usi- 
r  e^r.y  toci>  cau sec  severe 
c :  i  V.S  Cerdas  P-j rej.  in 

'’•.'c-r*  r-j.v  c*.  U:» 

;  v  pap-r*.  ,ir/: 

■  . * ;  i  .  ■■  xt (••'  rkfdford- 
1  .  *  v.u  -err.-un 

i  ntblfsr- jn  at  C-rvts 
a  ..  .  ..  ||  ( 

l  ■  •  -1  ...o  .  ..  '-.  .^1, 

.  ■  .•  tie!  i.u1. 


.'.had  e  ...im-.usa  I 

*ds  id  ill  we  oave  cimr: 


Ear.crc::  said  bureau  staft  from  several 
cr.ms  wculd  be  flpvtn  to  .New  York  to  begin 
th°  reccun:  of  tke  sreo  "in  a  few  davs  to  ere 
week  "  He  said  tie  area  was  courted  by  mill 
ir.  Apr;1.,  but  that  tr-is  lime  census  worsen 
wcuid  go  docr-ie<'.«'r  :osp»esf  ritnu,  wrjrr. 
must  t-*  -i-pc.ned  to  th"  p-esn'-’n:  bv  Dec  il 
tiiinrid  rtalli.  Howard  Golden.  prrsi-WT.t 
i  *  :*  n  -  it.|-rf't|\n  v.  > '  in  bi-lil 

:  i  - '  .  r  -  j  .i :  r  lo.-i-  :■  iri.-i.- 

ri  1  ’  s  i  *  a  v ' i  ■!<  .  how *fi .-  ,i  \  -is:  i  ensue  t--» 

I  •:  ||  .  k  I  v  r 

1 .—  <it-.  w  1 1  -.  >  t..v.  tii-  t  *  -.i*.  .ig.ui  v 

•‘■•lc-...|  I  .rgl.l.  |I"  V  -II  (  eus  \ 

in  :ii.  s  ‘  . p  t" .  *  (i  i-t.<  .-is  1 1  ■  -  1 1  a 
L'  r;r*  t.--  O'fnt-:..  v.od  1  ■  *'  lire  beg„n 
arcur  r  t  t.  g  r-  am.d  pa;w-rs  or.  o  dreg  l 
tne  secccd  fine:  Arson  was  suspecied 
because  c'  tee  turn. r  of  cuv.  the  dcai-traea; 
M.d 


est  The  borough,  one  c-1  five  m  N*w  York 
.  tulis  itself  as  "the  naticc  >  founh- 
est  c.:>  "  with  about  :  i  rraiiuor  reauJeca. 
r  | census  fcas  t«eer.  a  subject  of  eco- 
rr.v  ;r  mins  u*har  areas  vr*  o'  wticfc 
romp... use'!  the  preiumm*  ”>  f:f_-r» 

i  ’he  i  racn  Bureau  a*e  uo  »o»  The  taw 
■■g  wil.  be  i:  *-'!  hi  toe  £eoc*a.  a "vt  ssaie 
-.-r-s  tr,  ,.p n-'iirt  rr - k ■  *s»,ar.»'i 
.  ,i:  I-  .-  •  :  1  J-'  •'  *  or  -It  «:1 


,  •  .  .1  .  .at  w  s  ■*  r- 

j: 1 1 i  : t ■  r  i - ' ■  r  w.  .-•  *  t  It 

Lia.t  ;>  t..:  •.  1-V-*  -r  *  - 

l  -  -•  *,  va  f' v i ■  \r  •wW  1 

U  iS  (x.  ’-2*  cflicr  KjJ 

^  1 1 i-i  if. 

H.  ..  sa.d  tha-  doc-.  memj  wrrr  »m«-iuarxi  la 


1  S  —  7 


r  I  •*  pf* 


Monf  V.mCOv,  Or»obe*  2 


ic£? 


Record  u'**rri 


G  r  0  g  ¥ 


(Cwunned  from  Page  li 

T"e  new  facility  will  consist  of  a 
Comdex  of  buildings  and  five  antennas. 
It  will  control  all  military  missions  of 
Us?  space  r-.uttie  ar.d  will  track  all 
foreign  objects  m  space. 

The  EIS  looked  at  potential  en¬ 
vironmental  impacts  at  each  of  the 
three  sites  under  consideration  and 
concluded  tnat  no  significant  impact 
would  occur  at  any  of  them. 

That,  combined  with  Colorado's  ap¬ 
parent  success  in  acquiring  the  neces¬ 
sary  land,  "gave  Colorado  Springs  the 
edga."  Mehi  said. 

The  Air  Force  will  accept  written 
comment  on  the  EIS  until  Dec.  15  and 
plans  to  release  the  final  report  in 
February  The  final  location  decision 
will  be  contained  in  that  document. 

i  he  draft  EIS  stresses  that  the  Air 
Force  wants  to  place  the  space  center 
near  Peterson  Air  Force  Base  in 
Colorado  Springs  because  there  it  can 
share  equipment  and  strategy  with  the 
North  American  Air  Defense  Com¬ 
mand  which  has  its  headquarters  in 
Colorado  Springs,  70  miles  south  of 
Denver 

According  to  the  report,  the  cost  of 
living  index,  based  on  a  nationwide 
average  of  100.  is  94.5  at  Colorado  Spr¬ 
ings  94.9  at  Great  Falls  and  105.9  at 
Albuquerque 

Motor  vehicles  associated  with  the 
new  center  could  raise  yearly 
automobile  e.mmissiuns  by  .19  percent 


in  Great  Falls.  20  percent  it.  Colorado 
Springs  and  .14  m  Albuquerque. 

No  r>?w  schools  woulc  be  needed  in 
any  of  the  three  communities,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  report. 


< 


The  average  monthly  rent  of  a  three 
bedroom  house  is  cheaper  in  Colorado 
Springs  S3M.  In  Great  Falls  the  price 
is  S3 0£  ar.d  ir.  Albuqueroue  it's  S3S2. 

^  Great  Falls  would  have  fewer 
available  housing  units  than  the  other 
two  locations  under  consideration 
More  than  3.630  units  would  be 
available  in  Colorado  Springs.  There 
would  be  3.459  in  Albuquerque  and  2.722 
in  Great  Falls. 


In  both  Montana  and  Colorado,  por¬ 
tions  of  center  would  be  visible  from 
some  adjoining  roads,  highways  and 


scattered  homes. 


ore?  savs  ; 


would  consider  planting  trees  to  ob¬ 
scure  any  unsightly  view. 

There  is  little  likelihood  of  uncover¬ 
ing  anything  of  historic  or  prehistoric 
value  if  the  center  were  built  at  either 
Great  Falls  or  Colorado  Springs 
Several  historic  sites  exist  near  the 
proposed  site  at  Albuquerque,  however. 

>»  The  center  will  operate  in  three 
/  shifts,  with  1.000  working  the  day  shift 
C  and  500  working  each  of  the  other  two 
shifts 

Construction  of  the  center  wili  begin 
in  April  of  J9S2  ard  will  be  completed  m 
April  of  1964  A  maximum  of  350  con¬ 
struction  workers  could  be  employed 
curing  the  peak  construction  per.od 
which  most  likely  wili  be  April.  1993 
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New  logging  system 
demonstrated  by  FS 


E  DEEM  AN  (AP)  —  The  Fores!  Ser¬ 
vice  has  spent  J9.441  for  a  contract  with 
ar.  Oregon  company  to  give  six 
cemocstra tlonsof  a  small-scale, 
skyline  cable  logging  system  teat 
rr.iznt  be  used  m  the  northern  Rockies 
The  first  demonstration  of  tee 
A -ur.rtan-bu.’.i  machine  was  conducted 
lust  we-exe.-d  in  the  Hyalite  drainage 
soutn  of  hers. 

The  Forest  Servicce  contracted  wtth 
Fores!  E nr  ~:-enng  Inc  of  Corvaihs. 
G-e  to  display  the  system.  FEl  also 
supp.ied  the  Forest  Service  with  icj'or- 
rratica  ti.  . :  similar  systems ,  most 
made  tn  otr.er  cum. tries  aac  current! v 


cable  system  stretched  down  a  15C>-Jooi- 
wide  corncor  of  ieiied  trees 
Powered  by  a  gasoline-fueled  car 
engine,  a  carnage  with  two  cabie 
chokers  moves  up  and  down  the  main 
cable,  about  15  feet  m  the  air.  and  tacts 
tn?  ions  onto  the  nege.  tier,  to  the 
tower 

V.  ith  ore  man  running  the  ceetrols 
and  another  m  tn?  w  .oils  hooting  '-rt  the 
logs,  about  1  000  board  feet  of  lumber 
per  hour  can  be  tau'.ed  net.  F2  °f- 
ticials  said 

V.ithc.:  a  system  like  tha  there  *  a 
lot  of  ttmber  you  could  sever  r?p  *  *xlS 
Bozeman  district  rsnrrr  Dn-s* 
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“Meyer  wants 
General  to  prove 
shouid  r.ot  be  test 
e\  erts,"  an  off;c;a. 

Thp  n#>u  nrnirra 


the  Surrson 
mat  soiaiers 
;c  :rt  ai!  three 
said. 

m  frtr  ijr*H«»r.jn 


Early  nnti/;cation  of  new  test 
standards,  tie  cfr.tial  said,  will 
"ive  soidier^an  opportun1*’  to  try 
their,  out  before  starting  for-the- 
record  tes“i£  in  December. 


miles  in  less  tn.it>  IT  na. tunes. 
Twenty  year-eid  fcnantj  wtf.  ae 
repatreu  to  perf "ra  :i  pmn-nnrs, 
27  sit-ttbs  end  rrr  two  m-rt ::  ;tst 
over  r?  m.t.-v.-tm. 
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RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS 
FROM  INDIVIDUALS 


Mr.  La rry  Ranieri ,  Helena,  Montana 

116.  The  "All  Items"  cost  of  living  index  for  Colorado  Springs  and 
Great  Falls  are,  for  all  intents  and  purposes,  very  nearly  the  same  (94.5 
and  94.9  respectively).  Temporary  duty  allotments  (TDY)  are  established 

by  the  military  and  take  into  account  the  cost  of  food  and  temporary  lodging 
in  each  location.  The  "All  Items  Index"  referred  to  in  this  comment  does 
not  reflect  the  cost  of  living  indices  for  these  two  categories  alone,  but 
represents  an  average  for  the  cost  of  grocery  items,  housing,  utilities, 
transportation,  health  care  and  miscellaneous  goods  and  services. 

117.  The  VHA  payments  were  made  available  as  of  1  October  1980  to 
military  personnel  who  reside  in  high-cost  areas.  At  the  time  the  CSOC 

EIS  was  being  prepared,  the  VHA  rates  were  not  yet  available  and  thus  could 
not  be  considered.  The  VHA  rates  are  determined  on  factors  other  than  the 
average  monthly  rental  cost  of  three-bedroom  homes  (i.e.,  the  $400  and 
S308  figures  for  Colorado  Springs  and  Great  Falls,  respectively).  Also, 
Colorado  Springs  was  designated  as  a  high-cost  area  as  of  1  October  1980 
which  was  after  the  CSOC  DEIS  was  prepared. 

118.  This  information  is  so  noted. 
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